
From: Steven Galaif [sgalaif@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 8:46 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG 
 
 
I am unalterably opposed to the proposed LNG terminal off the coast of Malibu. It is putting our 
coastline in danger ecologically and esthetically. There are better solutions that don't violate our 
coastal environment. Sincerely, Steven Galaif. 
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P023-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P023-2
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on the visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas. Sections 4.5.4, 4.6.4,
4.7.4, 4.8.4, 4.11.4, and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential
impacts on environmental resources and mitigation measures to
prevent or minimize the potential effects on the environment.



2006/P398

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P239

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P414

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: bgaynor@oxnardsd.org 
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2006 5:28 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
 
Please don't approve the proposed LNG terminal off of the Oxnard coastline. 
 
I am a teacher who lives and works in Oxnard. I have a great responsibility for the 
safety of my students. 
 
You have the responsibility for making decisions about the environment with the 
safety and well-being of our community in mind. 
 
This ill-conceived project will have many devastating consequences on us, especially 
our children. The air pollution will put our kids in jeopardy for respiratory illnesses. 
The ocean water quality will be degraded and fouled, which I go in to surf every day. 
Those reasons are enough to say, "No." to this project. Add to that a natural or man 
caused disaster and it will be clear in years to come what a foolish descision it would 
be to offer our pristine coastline to a foreign company to degredate for the profit of 
themselves. 
 
There is not even any credible evidence that we have need for more LNG, as our 
supplies are the highest they've been since 1984, according to the Washington 
Correspondent. 
 
Be proud of yourselves. Protect OUR coastline now, while you still have the chance. 
Save it for the PEOPLE and let this big oil company, which has a miserable track 
record of fouling other people's land put this thing off their own coastline. Do you 
think they will put it on the Great Barrier Reef? I think not. BHP Billiton is not 
welcome in my city. I hope you feel the same as does the Oxnard School District, the 
Oxnard City Council, the Mayors of Oxnard and Malibu, the Sierra Club and many 
other groups and citizens. 
 
Thank you, 
Barry Gaynor 
1985 San Sebastian Dr. 
Oxnard, CA 93035 
Public School Teacher, Oxnard School District 
 

P067-1

P067-2
P067-3

P067-4

P067-5

2006/P067

P067-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P067-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P067-3
Section 4.18.4 contains information on potential impacts on water
quality and mitigation measures to address such impacts.

P067-4
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

P067-5
Section 4.2.6 states, "The environmental and occupational safety
record for the Applicant's worldwide operations, including, for
example, mining ventures overseas, was not considered in
evaluating potential public safety concerns associated with this
Project because such operations are not directly comparable to the
processes in the proposed Project." The conclusions in the EIS/EIR
are based on the analyses of potential environmental impacts of the
proposed Project and the implementation assumptions stated in
Section 4.1.7. However, the Applicant's safety and environmental
record will be taken into account by decision-makers when they
consider the proposed Project.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P103-1
Thank you for the information.

P103-2
Christine Kemp submitted a comment letter during the public
comment period for the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. Responses to
the comments from that letter are identified in this document as
2004 Comment Letter G430.

P103-3
Section 4.2.8 contains information on potential public safety
impacts from natural gas pipelines and mitigation measures to
address such impacts. Appendix C3-C contains information on
design and safety standards applicable to natural gas pipelines.

The design, construction, and operation of natural gas facilities are
highly regulated; the U.S. Department of Transportation's Pipeline
and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration and the California
Public Utilities Commission's Division of Safety and Reliability have
jurisdiction over pipelines. Section 4.2.8 discusses the background,
regulations, impacts, and mitigation measures for natural gas
pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 describes Project-specific valve spacing
and design requirements.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a USDOT
Class 3 location. Also, MM PS-4c includes the installation of
additional mainline valves equipped with either remote valve
controls or automatic line break controls. SoCalGas operates
high-pressure natural gas pipelines throughout Southern California.

See the response to Comment P103-2.
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Continued
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P103-3 Continued

P103-4
Section 4.5.4 contains revised text on potential impacts on
agricultural resources and mitigation measures to address such
impacts.

P103-5
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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P103-6
This is a copy of a letter that Christine Kemp submitted during the
public comment period for the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR.
Responses to the comments from this letter are identified in this
document as 2004 Comment Letter G430.
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P332-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P332-2
Section 4.2.7 contains information on potential public safety
impacts from the FSRU and LNG carriers and mitigation measures
to address such impacts.



2006/P238

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P327-1
Section 2.7.1 contains information on the construction process in
roadways, including traffic control, and Section 4.17.4 discusses
pipeline construction impacts on transportation.

P327-2
Section 4.6.1.3 contains a revised discussion of emissions from
Project construction and operations. Appendices G1 and G2
include the assumptions and emission factors used to calculate
emissions.

P327-3
Section 2.7.1.6 discusses this topic.



From: Ann Levin [anngistlev@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 6:42 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDeir@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: DEIR Comment State Clearinghouse number: 2004021107 
 
 
Attention: Dwight E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
Division of Environmental Planning and Management 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
  
State Clearinghouse Number: 2004021107 
CSLC EIR No. 727 
  
  
The proposed BHP Billiton LNG project is one of the most important decision being made 
right now in it’s potential negative impact for the coast and all of California. I want my 
voice to be heard, and therefore have read almost all of the current DEIR.  My comments 
are below. 
  
LNG offshore will be a major change for southern California, especially given the sub-
standard air quality of Ventura County and Los Angeles County. The project will add more 
air pollution than the DEIR describes. And if something goes amiss, it will surely require 
the local fire and policing services, who do not have the funds to clean up. It is a fiscal risk 
for the locals--here and statewide—because BHP’s DEIR does not discuss taking financial 
responsibility in clean up. We remember the tragic downing of a commercial airplane into 
the sea off Port Hueneme, and how we needed to help in that tragedy. 
  
One of the biggest problems with LNG is that it postpones the development of non-fossil 
sources for energy. In fact, the LNG executive who spoke expects Cabrillo to last 40 years. 
That is a couple of generations who will be stuck with poor air to breath. The general public 
is becoming aware of the possibility of global warming, and we are calling on the energy 
businesses to put health before money. The DEIR does not address this issue, but it should. 
  
There is no proof that natural gas will be affordable. Instead there is a rush for energy 
people to buy into LNG and other polluting fuel sources. Our experience in California is 
that natural gas is bought and sold on spot markets, very difficult for the public to monitor, 
and open to manipulation. We want transparentcy in the energy business. 
  
And finally, the DEIR does not adequately address the safety issues for this giant, never 
before tested proposal.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Ann Gist Levin 
1772 Poli Street 
Ventura, CA 93001 
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P089-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P089-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P089-3
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.

P089-4
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, and 4.10.1.3 contain information on the
need for natural gas, the role of foreign energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address
conservation and renewable energy sources, within the context of
the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report
and other State and Federal energy reports, as alternatives to
replace additional supplies of natural gas.

Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P089-5
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains



information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

2006/P089



2006/P399

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P224

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



Dwight E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825  
 
Re: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for  
Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas Deepwater Port 
State Clearinghouse number: 2004021107 
 
Comment submitted by: 
 
Larry Godwin (physicist, recently retired) 
3830 San Simeon Ave 
Oxnard, CA 93033 
Godwinc@earthlink.net
 
April 14, 2006 
 
I question whether there was independent third-party review as stated on 
Executive Summary page ES-16 lines 3-4: 
 

The USCG commissioned the authors of the Sandia guidance report to conduct a third-
party technical review of the IRA that was prepared for the proposed Project in 2004. 

 
Appendix C1 Independent Risk Assessment page ES-3 and Appendix C1 
page 4 states that "independence was paramount in the study".  In the Sandia 
report SAND2004-6258 printed December 2004 on page 4 of the report 
states: 
 

To help in technically reviewing this report, the DOE commissioned an External Peer 
Review Panel to evaluate the analyses, conclusions, and recommendations presented. The 
Peer Review Panel consisted of experts in LNG spill testing and modeling, fire modeling, 
fire protection, and fire safety and risk management. The panel’s comments and 
suggestions were extremely valuable in improving the technical presentation and 
organization of the report. The authors would like to thank the following members of the 
External Peer Review Panel for their valuable comments, suggestions, and directions.   
Dr. Paul Croce – Vice President and Manager of Research, FM Global 
Dr. Carlos Fernandez-Pello – Professor of Fire Sciences, University of California 
Berkeley 
Dr. Ron Koopman – Consultant on LNG spills and modeling 
Dr. Fred Mowrer – Associate Professor of Fire Protection Engineering, University of 
Maryland 

P006-1

2006/P006

P006-1
Dr. Koopman was the principal investigator for the Burro tests while
employed by the U.S. Department of Energy's Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory. By definition, an external peer reviewer is
someone who is not employed by the organization whose work is
reviewed, and Dr. Koopman's role as a peer reviewer of the Sandia
Guidance document was completed before the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories was retained by the USCG.
The USCG determined that his participation as a member of the
External Peer Review Panel for the Sandia 2004 report did not
pose a conflict with the review of the revised IRA, commissioned by
the lead agencies, by the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories.



It is noteworthy that Ron Koopman was a member of the Peer Review Panel 
cited in the Sandia report for their valuable comments, suggestions and 
directions.  A BHP handout "LNG Hazards Research" by Ronald Koopman 
Ph.D. P.E. dated March 2004 lists him as recently retired and currently 
consulting with BHP Billiton on LNG safety. A Los Angeles Times article 
on December 1, 2004 referred to Ron Koopman as a scientist associated with 
BHP. Dr. Ron Koopman was, therefore for most if not all of 2004, working 
as a Consultant for BHP Billiton on LNG safety. 
 
In Appendix C the section 2 DISPERSION BENCHMARK uses the Burro 
8 test from 1980, as stated on page 4: 
 

Prior to simulation of the cases specific to the Cabrillo FSRU, the FDS was tested using 
benchmark data from the Burro 8 test executed by the U.S. Department of Energy [6]. As 
discussed in Havens [1], this data has been used to assess the validity of many dispersion 
modeling tools. 

 
The author for this 'benchmark test' is Ron Koopman. See following footnote 
on Appendix C page 37: 
 
6  Koopman, R.P., J. Baker, et al.,” LLNL/NWC 1980 LNG Spill Tests. Burro Series Data 

Report” Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, December 1982, UCID-19075-Vol.1. 
 
The involvement of Koopman working as a consultant for BHP Billiton for 
any part of these reports and any recommendations based on these reports 
questions impartiality and the 'independent risk assessment'.  The revised 
draft EIR can not be certified until these reports are redone without his 
involvement to assure that the reports and recommendations are impartial.  
 
Appendix C1 page 2-7 states that "LNG is 95% methane in liquid form", 
while section 4.2 Public Safety, page 4.2-18 lines 10 though 15 states: 
 

LNG is composed primarily of 85 to 96 percent methane with other light hydrocarbon 
components, such as propane, ethane, and butane. 

 
Since there are no assurances as to where the LNG will come from, the 85%  
number must be used. Appendix C must account for 15% propane, ethane 
and butane in determining dispersion hazard zones.  All three gases have 
vapor specific gravity greater than air at ambient temperature and propane 
has a LFL of 2.1% (much lower than methane).  Since the FSRU has a 
storage capacity of approximately 273,000 cubic meters, 40,950 cubic 
meters of the LNG must be assumed to be propane, ethane and butane.  One 
must also assume that if the methane in a vapor cloud becomes buoyant 

P006-1
Continued

P006-2

P006-3

P006-4

2006/P006

P006-1 Continued

P006-2
Dr. Koopman did not work on the IRA prepared for this analysis or
the review of the IRA, which was conducted by the U.S.
Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories.

P006-3
The information in Section 4.2 is general information on the
characteristics of LNG. More specific information is in Section 2.2.1.

P006-4
Sections 1.3 and 2.2.1 discuss potential sources of natural gas that
would be imported for the proposed Project. Section 4.6.2 also
contains information on the properties of the natural gas that would
meet California's requirements for pipeline-quality gas.

The analysis for the IRA was based on the composition of natural
gas from Western Australia's Scarborough offshore gas field, which
does not contain sufficient heavier than air components to affect the
dispersion calculation significantly.



these gases will separate from the vapor cloud and remain on the surface 
extending the maximum distance to LFL of these gases.  The revised draft 
EIR can not be certified until new dispersion hazard zones are determined. 
 
The FERC report, Consequence Assessment Methods for Incidents Involving 
Releases from Liquefied Natural Gas Carriers, 1288209 May 13, 2004 
states on page iii 
 
 "In the particular case of the methods of interest here (i.e. methods for large release from 
LNG carriers), some important issues include: 
• No release models are available that take into account the true structure of an LNG carrier, in 

particular the multiple barriers that the combination of cargo tanks and double hulls in current 
LNG carriers provide 

• No pool spread models are available that account for wave action or currents 
• Relatively few experimental data are available for validation of  models involving LNG spills 

on water, and there are no data available for spills as large as the spills considered in this 
study" [12,500 cubic meters of LNG was the largest spill modeled] 

 
The use of the Burro 8 test, as benchmark data, to assess the validity of 
dispersion models is improper.  Because of the complexity of LNG spills, it 
is scientifically impossible to validate the models used to predict or model 
large volume LNG spills in the ocean by pouring a small volume of LNG 
(less than 10,000 gallons) on a undersized pond in the desert.  Spill tests of 
LNG (with 15% propane, ethane and butane) with volumes of 50,000 to 
300,000 cubic meters must be done, in the open ocean, to validate the 
computer models before the revised draft EIR can be certified.  
 
 

P006-4
Continued
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P006-4 Continued

P006-5
The Project is regulated by the USCG and MARAD under the
authority of the Deepwater Port Act. FERC's regulations are
prescriptive and standardized to address the general siting of
onshore LNG terminals. In contrast, due to various different designs
of deepwater ports, the USCG conducts site-specific independent
risk and consequence analyses using the most recent guidance
and modeling techniques. The guidance used for Cabrillo Port is
Sandia National Laboratories' "Guidance on Risk Analysis and
Safety Implications of a Large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Spill
Over Water." This report recommends a framework for analyses of
large LNG spills onto water. It was prepared for the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), and an external peer review panel
evaluated the analyses, conclusions, and recommendations
presented.

The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

P006-6
To date, there has never been a large spill of LNG to water.
Conducting a large LNG spill to validate the models would result in
adverse environmental consequences. However, models are
commonly validated using experimental data. Section 2.3.4.2 of
Appendix C1 contains information on tests executed by the U.S.
Department of Energy and the calibration/verification of the Fire
Dynamics Simulator model used in the Independent Risk
Assessment. Appendix C1 provides additional information on this
topic and Appendix C2, prepared by the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories, contains information on the
review and assessment of the models used.



Dwight E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825  
 
Re: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for  
Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas Deepwater Port 
State Clearinghouse number: 2004021107 
 
Comment submitted by: 
 
Larry Godwin (physicist, recently retired) 
3830 San Simeon Ave 
Oxnard, CA 93033 
Godwinc@earthlink.net
 
April 22, 2006 
 
Comments on 4.1.8.5 Meteorology and Climate. 
 
Buoy 46025 is listed on page 4.1-7 as 8 miles from the FSRU site.  
On page 4.1-13 it is stated that the FSRU site is located several 
miles North of buoy 46025.  This implies that data from buoy 
46025 can be used as data from the FSRU site, which is not 
proven.   
 
Atmospheric soundings are presented as indicative of weather 
conditions at the FSRU site.  The atmospheric soundings, page 4.1-
22, are used from Vandenberg Air Force Base in Santa Barbara 
County on a West-facing beach approximately 95 miles to the 
North. The FSRU is off a South-facing beach.  Atmospheric 
soundings and wind data from Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons 
Division Point Mugu should be presented, since Mugu is less than 
20 miles from the FSRU. 
 
Weather data should be presented from the National Weather 
Service office in Oxnard.  

P019-1

P019-2

P019-3

2006/P019

P019-1
As stated in Section 4.1.8, "NOAA Buoy 46025 is approximately 7
nautical miles (NM) (8.05 statute miles or 13 kilometers ([km]) south
of the FSRU site..." Section 4.1.8 contains additional information on
how buoys were selected for evaluation.

P019-2
Information of this type from Point Mugu is not available to the
public; however, the information from Vandenberg Air Force Base
is applicable to the region.

P019-3
Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the marine climatic
setting at the proposed Project. The EIS/EIR uses the best
available data, as referenced in the section, to represent
meteorological conditions at the FSRU.



2.4.1.4 and 2.4.1.5 discusses installation of blowdown assemblies 
for controlled venting of the pipelines. I was unable to locate any 
discussion of how many times per year this might be used and if 
the gas is vented into the atmosphere and how much pollution 
might be generated. 
 
4.4.1.2 there is no discussion of the potential view of the FSRU 
from the homes on Surfside Drive at Port Hueneme beach. 
 

P019-4

P019-5

2006/P019

P019-4
Section 2.4.1.5 contains additional information on proposed
planned releases from blowdown assemblies. The natural gas that
would be released from an assembly would primarily be composed
of methane.

P019-5
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas.



2006/P337



P337-1

P337-2

2006/P337

P337-1
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

P337-2
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.



Cabrillo Port LNG revised DEIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2004021107 
 
Submitted by: 
Shirley Godwin 
3830 San Simeon Ave. 
Oxnard, CA 93033 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.2 PROJECT PURPOSE, NEED, AND OBJECTIVES 
page 1-7, line 6-8 Without evidentiary hearings with sworn testimony, there is 

not impartial evidence of need of imported LNG. It is the project applicant that 
states the need for this project. 

 
1.2.3 NATURAL GAS NEED IN CALIFORNIA 
page 1-10, line 28-41 In the DEIR, the California Energy Action Plan II is 

quoted in the discussion of need. This discussion is deceptive by omission. The text 
of California Energy Action Plan II section 6 Natural Gas Supply, Demand, and 
Infrastructure states, "To ensure reliable, long-term natural gas supplies to California 
at reasonable rates, the agencies must reduce or moderate demand for natural gas 
…" See balance of text below. 

 
Also the California Energy Action Plan II section 6 lists eight "Key Actions." 

However, the DEIR only references three key actions from that plan and in a 
different order: bullets 1, 2, and 3 are actually #'s 5, 3 and 4 in the California Energy 
Action Plan II. The other five key actions in section 6 are equally important and 
should be included. They show the intent in the Plan beyond the need for importing 
LNG into California. 

    
See below for the entire text of California Energy Action Plan II, section 6:  
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P010-1
Section 1.2.1 contains information on the USCG and State formal
hearings.

Following publication of this Final EIS/EIR, MARAD, the USCG,
and the CSLC will serve public notice and hold final hearings.
MARAD and the USCG will hold a final DWPA license hearing in
accordance with 33 CFR 148.222. After the final license hearing is
concluded by MARAD and the USCG, the Commandant
(CG-3PSO), in coordination with the Administrator of MARAD, will
consider any requests for a formal hearing as specified in 33 CFR
148.228. The CSLC will hold a hearing to certify the EIR and make
the decision whether to grant a lease.

As discussed in Section 1.2.1, the California Energy Commission
(CEC) and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must
"carry out their respective energy-related duties and responsibilities
based upon information and analyses contained in a biennial
integrated energy policy report adopted by the CEC." Section 1.2.1
also describes the public process that is used to develop the
Integrated Energy Policy Reports to ensure that California's
energy-related interests and needs are met.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

P010-2
The text in Section 1.2.3 summarizes the points most relevant to
the proposed Project. All eight points from the California Energy
Action Plan II are included in Section 4.10.1.3, "California Energy
Action Plan," and a statement referencing the reader to this section
has been added to Section 1.2.3. Section 4.10.1.3 also contains
information from the 2005 Energy Action Plan regarding energy
conservation and renewable energy sources.
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Cabrillo Port LNG revised DEIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2004021107 
 
Submitted by: 
Shirley Godwin  
3830 San Simeon Ave. 
Oxnard, CA 93033 
April 21, 2006 
 
4.5-20 Agriculture and Soils 
MMAGR-1d Post-Construction Restoration Measures, line 37-40 
There is no mention of removal of irrigation pipelines and irrigation system 
components in the right-of-way through agricultural land. Removal of part 
of the irrigation system could impact the whole irrigation system for an 
entire parcel of farmland. The DEIR only mentions the drain tiles. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P016-1

2006/P016

P016-1
As stated in the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR in Section 4.5.4,
"Substructures, such as drain tiles, would be protected during
construction and replaced if damaged." The term substructures
refers to any underground improvements affected by the
construction of the propoesed pipelines, of which drain tiles is but
one example. The text has been revised, however, to more
specifically include irrigation systems.



Cabrillo Port LNG revised DEIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2004021107 
 
Submitted by: 
Shirley Godwin  
3830 San Simeon Ave. 
Oxnard, CA 93033 
April 22, 2006 
 
Adding the odorant at the FSRU to address concerns is listed as a major 
change from the Oct. 2004 DEIR. But this does not address the safety 
concerns of storing and adding odorant at the onshore metering building. In 
the new DEIR in section 2.0, "Hazardous Materials and Lubricant 
Management, Natural Gas Odorization," there is discussion of the extreme 
hazard and flammability of the odorant on the FSRU. However, in section 
2.4.1.3, "Backup Odorant Injection System," the DEIR states that odorant 
will be stored and injected directly into the pipeline at the onshore metering 
station. Yet, there is no mention of the hazard and flammability of the 
odorant at this onshore building. Section 4.2.7 in the "Public Safety: Hazards 
and Risk Analysis" also states that additional odorant will be added onshore 
but does not describe the onshore hazards. 
 

P017-1

2006/P017

P017-1
The main odorant station is located on the FSRU with a smaller
backup odorant facility onshore. Sections 2.4.1.3, 4.2.7, 4.7.4, 4.12,
and 4.18.4 contain information on this topic.

As discussed in Section 2.4.1.3, the backup odorant injection
system at the Reliant Energy Ormond Beach Generating Station
would consist of a 60-gallon aboveground, non-pressurized storage
vessel; a concrete containment pad; and a pump. The tank and
associated equipment would be enclosed within secondary
containment, designed to contain 110 percent of the volume of the
tank, and a wall barrier. The facility is designed to reduce or
eliminate any hazard to the public.



Cabrillo Port LNG revised DEIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2004021107 
 
Submitted by: 
Shirley Godwin  
3830 San Simeon Ave. 
Oxnard, CA 93033 
 
April 23, 2006 
 
4.16.1.2 Socioeconomic Onshore 
Page 4.16-9 - 4.16-11 Onshore projected Workforce and Housing 
 
There is no discussion of the common requirement in Ventura County for a 
minimum one year lease for rental housing and apartments. 
 
There is no discussion of the high cost of rental housing in Ventura County. 
 
There is no discussion of the substantial security deposits required for rental 
housing and apartments. 
 
There is no discussion of the maximum length of stay allowed in both 
Ventura County and State of California campgrounds. These are public 
recreational campgrounds, and none allow nine month stays. 
 
There is no discussion of length of stays allowed in motels/hotels. The City 
of Port Hueneme has an ordinance limiting the length of stays in 
motels/hotels. 
 
Ventura County is a popular tourist/vacation area and motels/hotels are filled 
by tourists, short term business travelers, and conventions.  
 

P020-1

P020-2

2006/P020

P020-1
As discussed in Section 4.16.1.2, the 200 to 240 workers required
for Project construction may already live in the area. Even if 240
workers were to seek temporary accommodations, they would
represent less than 3 percent of the 10,450 units identified in Table
4.16-8. As stated, temporary housing is also available as rental
units. Although some accommodations may have stay limits, an
adequate number of units would still be available to meet projected
housing needs.

Section 4.16 contains information regarding the scope of analysis
of socioeconomic impacts as required under the National
Environmental Policy Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act. "According to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), economic or
social effects are to be considered when there is a linkage to a
physical effect."

As discussed in Section 4.16.3, the Project would not induce a
substantial increase in the short- or long-term demand for housing
in excess of existing and projected capacities or cause the vacancy
rate of temporary housing to fall to less than 5 percent. The
population during construction would increase by less than 0.05
percent from the current population base in Ventura and Los
Angeles Counties.

P020-2
Thank you for the information.



V226-1

2006/V226

V226-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P243

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P428

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P432

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Gonzales, Jesus [jesus.gonzales@lmco.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2006 3:04 PM 
To: kkusano@comdt.uscg.mil; ogginsc@slc.ca.gov; governor@governor.ca.gov; 
mike.chrisman@resources.gov; tt@calepa.ca.gov; BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Cc: Anderson, Melissa A; EnviroDad1@aol.com; GARY SILVERMAN; Jesus and Teresa 
Gonzales; Lisagrimes1@aol.com; Welch, Tye; William.M.Torrence@usdoj.gov 
Subject: Cabrillo Liquified Natural Gas Deepwater Port 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
  
I would like to register my complete disagreement with and lack of support for the above-referenced 
project.  I am prepared and dedicated to do everything in my power to make sure that the selection 
of Oxnard as home for this LNG line fails.  Through my vote, political donations, campaigning with 
my neighbors, etc., I will fight this every step of the way.  Please find another location which will 
take into account the environmental and terrorist threats/risks, aesthetics, property values, etc.  
Jesus J. Gonzales, Oxnard, CA 
  

V017-1

V017-2

2006/V017

V017-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

V017-2
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts to
air and water quality. Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6
contain information on the threat of terrorist attacks. Section 4.4.4
addresses aesthetic impacts, and Section 4.16.1.2 contains
information on property values.



From: Lauren Gott [laurenshammer@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 1:49 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Ventura County 
 
To Whom It Should Concern, i.e., our State Lands Commission: 
 
Please vote no on BHP Billiton's LNG terminal.  Reasonable people all over the state 
of California are opposed to this for many good reasons.  We are writing today about 
our primary concern, which is the environment (without it, human beings cannot 
sustain life!). 
 
If BHP Billiton is allowed to build this dirty terminal, what's left of (about 10% of the 
original) coastal wetlands (wetlands are the web of life on this planet) would be 
threatened unnecessarily up and down California's coast. 
 
Thank you for considering the opinion of your constituents and denying that nasty 
project based on overwhelming lack of support. 
 
Best, 
Longtime Registered California Voters Stephen & Lauren Gottlieb 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
Express yourself instantly with MSN Messenger! Download today - it's FREE!  
http://messenger.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200471ave/direct/01/ 
 

P074-1
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2006/P074

P074-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P074-2
The Applicant has completed a wetland delineation (using Army
Corps of Engineers definitions and California Coastal Commission
and California Department of Fish and Game wetland definitions
where appropriate) identifying wetlands and waters of the United
States along the Project pipeline routes and at the proposed
metering stations. Section 4.8.4 addresses potential impacts on
wetlands. Mitigation measures presented in Section 4.8.4 have
been developed to avoid, minimize, or reduce impacts on wetlands
and waters of the United States during construction activities.
Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 also provide descriptions of the
waterbodies, most of which are concrete flood control channels or
agricultural drains, along the proposed pipelines and alternatives.



From: Ali Grace [aligrace2001@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 7:35 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG Oxnard 
 
 
Thanks for extending the deadline for the public comment period, so that as a resident of 
Mandalay Shores, located at the edge of the half-mile string of signs curiously posted along 
Harbor Drive "BEWARE: HIGH PRESSURE GAS LINE" and "ONSHORE LNG 
FACILITY SITE" you let me know that even at this late point, my opinion counts. 
  
I understand the practicality of the use of exisiting oil rigs and, of course, the virgin sand 
dunes adjoining our residential neighborhood in an experimental LNG project. Danger? Of 
a "HIGH PRESSURE GAS LINE" along the ocean shelf subject to seismic activity, and of 
course, near the Oxnard Airport, where any nut can fly into a well-marked explosive pipe 
field? Minimal, compared with the revenue the LNG experiment may generate.   
  
Hats off to BHP Billiton and the others focusing on the bottom line: why multiply the 
expense of engineering experimental gas pipes to enter a remote area of the coastline (far 
from family neighborhoods) when you're not even sure that the underwater engineering 
will work?  
  
And hats off to you, the State Lands Commission, which have so much to deal with behind 
the scene, for your political sensitivity of the safety of the youth at the (Hispanic) Oxnard 
high schools, and for political correctness in considering the important of the bird sanctuary 
of Ormond Beach. Simply brilliant politics, to sacrifice instead a small middle class white 
neighborhood that will be hardly noticed.  
  
Maria Shriver's radio campaign encouarages emergency preparedness focusing on 
earthquakes. Perhaps Maria could intercede for this neighborhood in granting State of 
California tax credits for the Mandalay Shore residents purchase of emergency gas masks 
and asbestos suits. Perhaps she could even come here and present seminars on how we 
can "BEWARE: HIGH PRESSURE GAS LINE" when explosive gas floats to the 
surface of the ocean, undetected, and blows inward toward a neighborhood outdoor 
gas grill.  

Love cheap thrills? Enjoy PC-to-Phone calls to 30+ countries for just 2¢/min with Yahoo! 
Messenger with Voice. 

P095-1
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P095-3
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2006/P095

P095-1
The Mandalay Shores residential community is located near the
Reliant Energy Mandalay Generating Station, which is analyzed in
this document as an alternative shore crossing location. Your
statement is included in the public record and will be taken into
account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P095-2
Chapter 2 describes the Project, which involves the installation and
use of a floating storage regasification unit that would be located
12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles or 22.25) from shore. Another
proposed project would convert Platform Grace located in the
Federal outer continental shelf into an LNG receiving facility. See
Section 3.3.8.1. Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on
design criteria and specifications, final design requirements, and
regulations governing the construction of the FSRU and LNG
carriers.

Section 4.11 and Appendices J1 through J4 contain information on
seismic and geologic hazards.

Mitigation Measure MT-3f in Section 4.3.4 contains information on
the live radar and visual watch that would be required at the
deepwater port at all times to detect and identify approaching
aircraft.

P095-3
Section 2.3.2 describes how the subsea pipelines would come
ashore, extend beneath the beach and terminate at the proposed
metering station on the existing Reliant Energy Ormond Beach
Generating Station to tie into the SoCalGas system.

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must
meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.



P095-4
As stated in Section 1.3, [t]he Final EIS/EIR addresses the entire
proposed Project in accordance with terms set out in NEPA and the
CEQA that require presentation of environmental impacts. Section
4.13.1 discusses sensitive land uses in proximity to proposed and
alternative pipeline routes, such as schools. There are no schools
in the immediate vicinity of either of the proposed pipeline routes.
Section 4.2.8 describes regulations regarding pipelines, including
the requirement to establish public education programs to prevent
and respond to pipeline emergencies. Section 4.19 addresses
environmental justice issues.

P095-5
As described in Chapter 2, LNG would only be present on LNG
carriers and on the FSRU, which would be located 12.01 nautical
miles (13.83 miles or 22.25 km) offshore. LNG would be regasified
offshore and transported as natural gas through subsea pipelines to
onshore pipelines.

Section 2.3.1 contains information on leak detection procedures for
the offshore pipelines. The analysis in Section 4.2.7.6 and the
Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) indicates that the
maximum impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor
cloud dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles or 11.7 km)
from the FSRU; therefore, consequences of an accident involving
LNG would extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles or
10.6 km) from the shoreline.

2006/P095
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: cagey@att.net 
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2006 1:01 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov; kkusano@comdt.uscg.mil; ogginsc@slc.ca.gov; 
governor@governor.ca.gov; mikechrisman@resources.gov; tt@CalEPA.ca.gov 
Subject: State Clearinghouse #2004021107 
 
 
Gentlemen, 
  
It is hard for me to comprehend that the Cabrillo LNG Deepwater Port is still being 
considered for the Oxnard area.  In light of the fact this site is in the middle of a designated 
marine sanctuary and protected wetland, located in close proximity to a major Naval base, 
as well as a significant population center, Oxnard seems to be, on its face, an ill-suited 
candidate for an LNG plant. 
  
Perhaps because Oxnard is primarily low-income, agrarian and/or Spanish-speaking, the 
government feels it can sneak industrial blight in on its unsuspecting populace.   More 
sophisticated communities with greater resources have sucessfully sent BHP packing...to 
places with less power, money and advocacy.  Places like Oxnard, with common working 
people naive to the ways of slick operators. 
  
I'm sure this topic is addressed somewhere in the 2,500-odd pages of the revised impact 
study...if only the common man could find it.  I look forward to your response by return e-
mail.   
  
Kathleen Grundhofer 

P011-1

P011-2

P011-3
P011-4

2006/P011

P011-1
The deepwater port would be 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore, as shown on Figure ES-1. Table 2.1-1 identifies the
general location and specific coordinates for the various Project
facilities.

The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time.

As described in Section 2.3.2, the shore crossing would be installed
beneath Ormond Beach. Sections 4.8.1 and 4.14.1.2 discuss
Ormond Beach wetlands. Section 4.8.4 discusses mitigation
measures to minimize impacts on wetlands. During construction,
the horizontal directional boring activities would be contained within
the Reliant Energy property, and the pipeline would be buried
underneath the beach. This topic is discussed further in Sections
4.15.4 and 4.2.8.4. Updated information about the restoration
efforts at Ormond Beach is included in Section 4.13.2.

Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential impacts associated
with the increased vessel traffic due to the proposed Project. The
FSRU would be located 3.5 NM (3.54 miles) from the eastern
boundary of the Point Mugu Sea Range (Pacific Missile Range).
Impacts MT-5 and MT-6 in Section 4.3.4 address potential Project
impacts on Naval and Point Mugu Sea Range operations.

The Point Mugu Shore Crossing/Casper Road Pipeline Alternative
would cross the Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) Point Mugu to
unincorporated lands in Ventura County. This Project alternative is
discussed in Section 3.4.3.1 and its impacts are discussed
throughout Chapter 4.

P011-2
Sections 4.19.1 and 4.19.4 contain information on potential Project
impacts on minority and low-income communities and mitigation
measures to address such impacts. Sections 1.5 and 4.19 contain
information on outreach to the Spanish-speaking community,
including the availability of Project documents in Spanish and
Spanish translation at public hearings for the Project. The October
2004 Draft EIS/EIR, the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR, and the
Final EIS/EIR have all been published in Spanish. Comments in
Spanish have been translated and responses are included in this
document.



P011-3
Table 1.4-1 lists the topics and issues raised during scoping and in
public comments on the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR and the March
2006 Revised Draft EIR, and it indicates where in the document a
discussion of the issues can be found.

P011-4
In accordance with NEPA and the CEQA regulations, the lead
Federal and State agencies have responded specifically to all
comments, both oral and written, that concern the Project's
environmental issues received during public comment periods. All
comments and responses are included in the Final EIS/EIR.

2006/P011
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2006/P359

P359-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P359-2
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.

P359-3
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential damage to
proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault lines.
Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic
hazards.

P359-4
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.

P359-5
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P359-6
Sections 4.7.4 and 4.18.4 discuss potential impacts to marine life
and water quality.

P359-7
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
air and water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's
potential effects on the marine and terrestrial environments.



From: Deal Hunter [dealhunting@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 22, 2006 4:55 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: OPPOSE 
 
I oppose the LNG project. The energy crisis is a verified scam. I've heard that there 
is an un-tapped source somewhere in Alaska. BHP Billiton is utilizing propaganda to 
manipulate public opinion. Do not fall for it!  
Investigate yourself and you'll come to find out about the scam. The rise of these 
current gas prices are simply a tool for blackmale. "You want lower gas prices?, then 
approve this LNG project" =That right there is the scam, we're not falling for it. Stop 
the Illuminati agenda NOW!!!!! 
 
 
-Omar Guzman 
 
 

V024-1

2006/V024

V024-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Carol Hahn [hellocarolann@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2006 2:11 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Comments on LNG Deepwater Port proposed for Malibu 
 
Re:  State Clearinghouse #2004021107 
 
To:  Dwight E. Sanders 
      California State Lands Commission 
      Division of Environmental Planning and Management 
      100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
      Sacramento, CA  95825 
 
 
Dear Mr. Sanders: 
 
My name is Carol Hahn, and I am a Malibu resident.  I STRONGLY oppose the 
Cabrillo Port LNG Deepwater Port proposed to be built off the coast of Malibu. 
 
I do not want to see this port off the coast of our beautiful city.  If it is built, it will be 
a blight on the horizon that we have to look at everyday.  There is always the 
possibility of some equipment or process malfunctioning, and then we'd have a 
disaster off our coast. 
 
Or, it will be a target for terrorists who want to take more American lives.  
  I was watching a documentary on PBS about "Why the (Twin) Towers Fell" in NYC 
on 9/11.  The architect never dreamed he'd see them collapse, and said he designed 
them to withstand fire and every other natural factor he could think of.  He never 
imagined that commercial airliners would be flown into these buildings, destroying 
them.  Well, that could happen if this port is built -- BHP will be saying, "We never 
thought this would happen." 
 
Please do everything in your power to stop this project from being built off our coast.  
It is not a good idea and I don't want to live with it. 
 
Thank you, 
Carol Hahn 
26741 Latigo Shore Drive 
Malibu, CA 90265 
 
 

P063-1
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P063-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P063-2
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas.

P063-3
Section 4.2.7 discusses public safety impacts resulting from an
incident at the deepwater port.

P063-4
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.



From: Ebhpch@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, May 15, 2006 12:54 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Cc: Ebhpch@aol.com 
Subject: Comments to Cabrillo DEIR TECHNICAL PROBLEMS SENDING ON 
FRIDAY MAY 12 
 
 
 [Enclosed are email comments to the DEIR on the Cabrillo Port project that 
I sent by email on Friday May 12.  I had one letter wrong in the address 
and the email was apparently not delivered.  Please consider the 
comments.] 
Gentle persons: 
  
I wish to call your attention to the insufficient handling of the economic 
impact of the BHP Billiton project on the area. 
  
The DEIR blindly states that the project will have little or no impact on 
property values other than if a pipeline easement goes across a piece of 
property.  This statement is without merit. 
  
Property along the Southern California coast is among the highest priced 
real estate in the world.  That value is a combination of location, VIEW, air 
quality, safety and general love of nature and the beach.  This project, with 
it's inability to mitigate air pollution (and the resulting on shore breezes 
blowing the pollution on shore), the serious concerns about safety, and the 
blight of viewing the project from the beach HAS to have an impact on 
property values and must be studied carefully. 
  
In addition, should there be one incident or safety concern, I submit that 
the millions of visitors who visit the Malibu, Ventura and Oxnard  beaches 
each year will be frightened or at least more hesitant to visit those beaches 
and towns closest to the project, especially since they will be looking out 
at the platform. 
  
With a reduction of visitors to the beach, there will be a resultant reduction 
in monies spent in coastal cities and sales taxes collected.  The economic 
impact on the state, and especially the local jurisdictions, could be 
significant since they rely extensively on sales taxes for survival. 
  
Likewise if there is a downturn in property values along those beaches and 
cities where the project can be observed, or where the pollution effects can 
be felt, the state and local governments will likewise loose a significant 
source of revenue. 
  
This must be addressed carefully in the Environmental Impact Report. 
  
Thank you. 
  

P096-1

P096-2

2006/P096

P096-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P096-2
Section 4.16.1.2 contains information on property values. Section
4.4.4 contains information on potential aesthetic impacts on
residents, tourists, and other recreational users. Section 4.15.1.1
contains information on offshore tourism, and Impacts REC-1,
REC-2, and REC-3 in Section 4.15.4 contain information on
impacts on offshore recreation.

Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.
Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health
effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised impacts and
mitigation measures. Impact AIR-8 in Section 4.6.4 contains
information on an ambient air impacts analysis that was conducted
to evaluate potential impacts on ambient air concentrations of
pollutants at downwind locations in the Pacific Ocean and along the
coast of California (see Appendix G7 for a summary of the
analysis).

According to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), economic or social
effects are to be considered when there is a linkage to a physical
effect. Under NEPA, analysis should be restricted to those social or
economic factors that are interrelated to the natural or physical
environment and may be affected by the range of alternatives
considered. In addition, section 15131 of the State CEQA
Guidelines states that "economic or social information may be
presented in an EIR in whatever form the agency desires." Section
4.16 of the EIS/EIR is written in accordance with both NEPA and
the CEQA requirements and guidance.

The Council on Environmental Quality's NEPA Regulations require
Federal agencies to "identify environmental effects and values in
adequate detail" (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1501.2) in
their analyses and define the term "effects" to include social and
economic effects, among others (40 CFR 1508.8). The NEPA
regulations define the human environment as the natural and
physical environment and the relationship of people with that
environment.

Section 15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that
"Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as



significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of
cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through
anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social
changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not
be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain
of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the
physical changes."

2006/P096



  
  
E. Barry Haldeman 
ebhpch@aol.com 
26674 Latigo Shore Drive 
Malibu, CA 90265 

2006/P096



From: nickhale@charter.net 
Sent: Wednesday, May 03, 2006 3:19 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG TANKER 
 
05/02/2006 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
 I am a Malibu resident threatened to be impacted by LNG’s permanently 
placed, 14 story high, liquid natural gas tanker off the Malibu/Oxnard coast. This 
atrocity can not, and should not be located in this general region for many reasons. 
The pollution of this operation of converting liquid gas to natural gas in an otherwise 
pristine location is up-surd. The effects on the ocean environment would be 
devastating; we have already seen oil spills in Santa Barbara, Newport Beach and 
other locations along the coastline but not here in Malibu. If this natural gas tanker is 
imperative to our supply of natural gas it should be located in an already 
industrialized area of coastline like Eurika, San Pedro, San Diego, or San Francisco 
where it would be hardly noticed. 
 
 
 Furthermore, this liquid natural gas tanker would create smog in a place 
where there is none. I chose to live in Malibu specifically for the clean air and the 
untarnished view of oil rigs and any thing of this nature. This tanker is an atomic 
bomb waiting to kill millions of people. This thing creates a target for terrorists. The 
idea of having this thing in Malibu and Oxnard which are both growing areas is 
insane. It would be an eye-sore unintelligently put in a rapidly growing population of 
people. I fear what could happen to an operation like this with time, and the effect 
on home values in the area of which both I own properties in. I am also surprised 
that some thing like this can be OK’ed without even a vote by the residents. It is 
ridiculous that there is no scrutiny by the California Coastal Commission who will not 
let me put a second story on my house but would allow this tanker to be 
permanently placed in front of it. 
 
 I want all to know who read this letter that I am very opposed to this liquid 
natural gas abomination to be moored in Malibu/Oxnard. Put it next to the Queen 
Marry in Long Beach Harbor or any where else, but please do not ruin a piece of 
coastline that is in no way characterized by industry. This is the only wise choice, DO 
NOT POLUTE MALIBU AND OXNARD WITH THIS GIANT OF A MISTAKE!!!!!!! 
 
 
Very up-set, 
 
 
Nicholas Hale 
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P036-1
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss impacts on air and water quality.
Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss impacts on the marine and
terrestrial environments. The Independent Risk Assessment
(Appendix C1) considered various potential LNG spill scenarios
using available meteorological data from offshore buoys. Section
4.2.7.2 discusses the process of LNG evaporation and dispersion
that would follow an LNG spill on water. No shoreline in Malibu
would be affected, and waters of Malibu would not be affected by
Project discharges (see Figure ES-1).

P036-2
The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Section 3.3.7 contains information on other locations that
were considered.

P036-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P036-4
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks. Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent
Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information on public
safety impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The analysis
indicates that the maximum impact distance of an accident or
intentional incident would involve a vapor cloud dispersion
extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU
would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident or intentional
incident involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the
FSRU would extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles)
from the shoreline.

P036-5
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas.



P036-6
Section 4.16.1.2 contains information on property values.

P036-7
As stated in Section 1.3.2, the Project will be reviewed by the
California Coastal Commission. As discussed in Section 1.4,
California Coastal Commission permit, approval, and consultation
requirements include (1) consistency with the California Coastal
Management Program; (2) a Coastal Development Permit; and (3)
appeal, if any, of local government action on the Coastal
Development Permit for the onshore part of the Project within the
coastal zone.

P036-8
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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From: Sunny Halpern [halpern@mail.smmusd.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 2:49 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Ing port 
 
I oppose the installation of an lng port on the Malibu coast. 
Sunny Halpern 
Malibu, California  

V055-1

2006/V055

V055-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



G218-1

G218-2

G218-3

2006/G218

G218-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G218-2
Section 1.2.3 contains updated information on natural gas needs in
California. Forecast information has been obtained from the
California Energy Commission.

G218-3
Sections 4.8.1, 4.9.1 and 4.18.1 discuss these topics. Chapter 2
and Section 4.2 discuss the provisions of the safe operations of the
facility.
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P471-3
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P471-5

P471-6

P471-7

P471-8
P471-9
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P471-11
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P471-1
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."



Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

P471-2
Section 1.1.1 contains information on the process used by the
Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974, as amended, which
establishes a licensing system for ownership, construction and
operation of deepwater port (DWP) facilities. As discussed, the role
of the Maritime Administration (MARAD) is to balance the
Congressionally imposed mandates (33 U.S.C. 1501) of the DWPA,
including those to protect the environment; the interests of the
United States and those of adjacent coastal states in the location,
construction, and operation of deepwater ports; and the interests of
adjacent coastal states concerning the right to regulate growth,
determine land use, and otherwise protect the environment in
accordance with law.

At the same time, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is
reviewing the application to ultimately decide whether to grant the
Applicant a lease to cross State sovereign lands. As described in
Section 1.2.1, "[t]he CSLC authorizes leasing of State lands to
qualified applicants based on what it deems to be in the best
interest of the State in compliance with the [California
Environmental Quality Act]."

Section 1.1.2 contains information on the Governor of California's
role in DWP licensing. As discussed, MARAD may not issue a
license without the approval of the Governor of the adjacent coastal
state (33 U.S.C. 1503(c)(8)). Section 1.1.3 contains information on
the role of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):
"[t]he Port must meet all Federal and State requirements and is
required to obtain air and water discharge permits from the
USEPA." Section 1.2.1 contains additional information on Federal
and State responsibilities. Section 1.1.4 contains information on the
role of the CSLC to consider whether or not to grant a lease of
State lands for the subsea pipelines. The lease may also include
conditions relating to those parts of the Project not located on the
lease premises. As described in Section 1.3.1, one of the main
purposes of the EIS/EIR for MARAD is to "(f)acilitate a
determination of whether the Applicant has demonstrated that the
DWP would be located, constructed, and operated in a manner that
represents the best available technology necessary to prevent or
minimize any adverse impacts on the marine environment."
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The USEPA, the U.S. Department of Commerce, including NOAA's
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS or NOAA Fisheries
Service), and the U.S. Department of the Interior, including the
Minerals Management Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, are cooperating Federal agencies.

As discussed in Section 1.3.2, for significant impacts, the CSLC
must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to approve
the Project if the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects (State CEQA Guidelines section
15093(a)). After the CSLC's decision, other State and local
agencies may take actions on the Project, i.e., on related permits or
necessary approvals. These agencies include the California Public
Utilities Commission, the California Coastal Commission, the
California Department of Fish and Game, the California Air
Resources Board, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the California Department of Transportation, the City of
Oxnard and/or Ventura County (for the onshore part of the Project
within the coastal zone), and local air quality control districts such
as the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District. Section 1.4.2 contains
information on the changes to the proposed Project that have been
made during the environmental review process.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

California Senate Bill 426 (Simitian), which would have created a
ranking process for different LNG projects, was re-referred to the
California Assembly Committee on Utilities and Commerce on
August 24, 2006. As of November 30, 2006, the Legislature's
Current Bill Status shows it as "From Assembly without further
action," which ended the consideration of the bill during the
2005-06 Legislative Session.

P471-3
The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
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Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.

P471-4
Section 4.20.3 contains information on cumulative impacts from
both construction and operations of "past, present, and probable
future projects" as required by law.

P471-5
Section 2.2.2.6 and Impact WAT-5a in Section 4.18.4 discuss gray
water treatment on board the FSRU. Approximately 2,625 gallons
of treated gray water would be discharged per week. "The gray
water would be treated using filtration to separate particulate matter
and UV oxidation to destroy dissolved organic materials. Discharge
of treated gray water to the ocean would be in accordance with a
facility-specific NPDES permit issued by the USEPA." Discharges
would be estimated based on the requirements of the NPDES
permit; therefore, it is unlikely that discharges would not meet the
NPDES standards.

Sections 4.18.3 and 4.18.4 have been revised and contain
additional information about spills, discharges, and thermal plumes.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. A closed loop tempered water cooling system, which
recirculates water, would be used instead of a seawater cooling
system, except during annual maintenance (four days for the
closed loop tempered water cooling system, and four days for the
Moss tanks when the inert gas generator [IGG] would be
operating).

Because seawater would only be used as non-contact cooling
water during these maintenance activities, the volume of seawater
used would be greatly reduced. Seawater would also be used for
ballast. Section 2.2.2.4 describes the proposed seawater uptakes
and uses for the FSRU. Appendix D5 describes seawater intakes
and discharges during Project operations, and Appendix D6
describes the closed loop water system and provides thermal
plume modeling analysis of discharges from the backup seawater
cooling system.
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When either the backup seawater cooling system or the IGG are
operating, the temperature of the discharged seawater would be
elevated above ambient temperatures no more than 20°F at the
point of discharge and would be 1.39°F at 300 m from the point of
discharge during the worst case scenario. These thermal
discharges would comply with the California Thermal Plan (see
Sections 4.7.4 and 4.18.4 and Appendix D6).

P471-6
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 contains updated information on
potential noise impacts on the marine environment and mitigation
measures to address impacts. Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4
contains updated information on impacts from seawater intake and
discharge. Text regarding humpback and blue whale has been
clarified in Section 4.7.

P471-7
Section 4.7 contains updated stock assessments for marine
mammals in the Project vicinity according to the latest available
information from NOAA. In addition, marine mammal experts (see
Appendix I) have been consulted regarding potential impacts and
mitigation, and based upon their expertise, text in Section 4.7 has
been clarified.

P471-8
Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential impacts on marine
traffic. Section 4.17.4 contains information on potential impacts on
onshore transportation, including vehicular and air traffic.

P471-9
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the
marine climatic setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide
an expanded discussion of the potential transport of offshore air
pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological
conditions. Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts
on air quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone
precursors, and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project
vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
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Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

P471-10
Visibility data used in the analysis are presented in Table 4.1-6.
The data were collected over a period of 47 years and averaged to
come up with the results presented in this document.

Section 4.4.1.2 states, "Good visibility occurs in the nearshore and
offshore Project areas primarily between November and May, when
distances greater than 9 NM (10.4 miles or 16.7 km) may be visible
about half the time. Heavy marine layer conditions occur from
mid-May to mid-July in Ventura County, where visibility offshore is
often reduced to less than 0.9 NM (1.04 mile or 1.67 km) (see
Table 4.1-6, "Visibility Distances by Month at Point Mugu," in
Section 4.1, "Introduction to the Environmental Analysis").
Nearshore and offshore areas in Ventura County are characterized
by a light marine layer condition consisting of clear sky with surface
haze, with visibility limited to 9 to 13 NM (10.4 to 15 miles or 16.7 to
24.1 km) offshore. The sky and water appear as a uniform gray
color, and any contrast in color or texture between the sky and
water is usually not discernible. As discussed below, residential
communities with views of the proposed Cabrillo Port site are
approximately 17 to 22 NM (19.6 to 25.3 miles or 31.5 to 40.8 km)
from the proposed Cabrillo Port site."

P471-11
Section 4.16.1.2 contains information on property values.
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P471-13
P471-14

P471-15
P471-16

P471-17

P471-18

P471-19
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P471-12
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1)
defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

The IRA used wind data from the nearest available buoy (see
Section 2.3.5.3 of the IRA). Section 4.1.8 includes information
about the selection of buoys that were used in the analysis.

P471-13
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.

P471-14
NEPA and the CEQA do not require investigation of the Applicant.
However, the Applicant is required to adhere to all applicable
Federal, State, and local laws, regulations, and permit requirements
in the execution of all phases of the Project. Section 4.2.6 states,
"The environmental and occupational safety record for the
Applicant's worldwide operations, including, for example, mining
ventures overseas, was not considered in evaluating potential
public safety concerns associated with this Project because such
operations are not directly comparable to the processes in the
proposed Project." The conclusions in the EIS/EIR are based on
the analyses of potential environmental impacts of the proposed
Project and the implementation assumptions stated in Section
4.1.7. However, the Applicant's safety and environmental record will
be taken into account by decision-makers when they consider the
proposed Project.

P471-15



Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU and LNG carriers.

P471-16
Section 2.1 and Figure 2.1-1 contain an overview of the Project and
information on its proposed location, including placement of the
FSRU and offshore pipelines. As stated, the FSRU "would be
anchored and moored on the ocean floor for the life of the Project in
Federal waters 12.01 nautical miles (NM) (13.83 miles or 22.25
kilometers [km]) off the coast of Ventura and Los Angeles Counties,
in waters approximately 2,900 feet (884 m) deep."

Section 4.11 contains information on potential seismic and geologic
hazards and mitigation measures to address impacts. Impacts
GEO-3 and GEO-4 contain information on potential impacts and
mitigation related to earthquakes and related hazards. Appendices
J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic hazards.
Section 4.11.1.5 and Impact GEO-5 contain information on the
potential for damage to pipelines and other facilities and mitigation
measures to address potential impacts that could occur due to
mass movement of soil, including landslides, mudflow, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Section 4.11.1.8
and Impact GEO-6 contain information on potential impacts from
tsunamis and mitigation measures to address impacts.

P471-17
Project impacts on coastal ecosystems would be limited to the
pipeline corridor during construction and operation (see Section
2.1). As described in Section 2.3.2, the shore crossing required for
the proposed Project would be installed beneath Ormond Beach.
With the proposed mitigation, the potential impacts of construction,
operation, or an accident on terrestrial biological resources would
be reduced to a level that is below the significance criteria.

Sections 4.8.1 and 4.14.1.2 discuss Ormond Beach wetlands.
Section 4.8.4 discusses mitigation measures to minimize impacts
on wetlands. During construction, the horizontal directional boring
activities would be contained within the Reliant Energy property,
and the pipeline would be buried underneath the beach. This topic
is discussed further in Sections 4.15.4 and 4.2.8.4. Updated
information about the restoration efforts at Ormond Beach is
included in Section 4.13.2.

P471-18
NEPA and the CEQA require that an EIS/EIR contain a detailed
discussion of possible mitigation measures; however, NEPA does
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not require that a complete mitigation plan be done at the time of
the EIS. In Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S.
332, 109 S.Ct 1835 (1989), the court determined that "[t]here is a
fundamental distinction, however, between a requirement that
mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that
environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated, on the
one hand, and a substantive requirement that a complete mitigation
plan be actually formulated and adopted, on the other."

Under the CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance
standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project
and which may be accomplished in more than one specific way."
(State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(b)).

P471-19
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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From: Ecology Center of Southern California [ecology@ecoprojects.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 10:37 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG Terminal 
 
We, the members of the Ecology Center of California, are opposed to the 
unnecessary LNG terminal. This would cause more pollution in an area already 
burdened with high pollution rates. 
 
This is a unnecessary an risk to an environment already on the brink of disaster. 
 
 
Thank you 
 
 
Anna Harlowe 
Issues Coordinator 
Ecology Center of California 
 

G004-1

G004-2

2006/G004

G004-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G004-2
Section 4.6 discusses air quality impacts of the proposed Project.
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P208-1
The EIS/EIR contains substantial mitigation to avoid or reduce
potential significant impacts to a level below significance criteria.

The EIS/EIR identifies and assigns significance to all levels of
impacts as required by NEPA. The EIS/EIR also identifies
unavoidable significant (Class I) impacts. The Administrator of
MARAD under the authority of the Deepwater Port Act, the
California State Lands Commission, and the Governor of California
have to balance the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable
environmental risks. In accordance with section 15093 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, the CSLC would have to make a Statement of
Overriding Considerations addressing Class I impacts prior to
approval of the proposed pipeline lease application.

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.

P208-2
Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3, and 4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the
authority and responsibility for safety standards, design reviews,
and compliance inspections. Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2
identify applicable safety standards.

The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C. Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1) discuss the models and assumptions used and the verification
process. Sandia National Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded
that the models used were appropriate and produced valid results.

P208-3
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, and 4.10.1.3 contain information on the
need for natural gas, the role of foreign energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address
conservation and renewable energy sources, within the context of
the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report
and other State and Federal energy reports, as alternatives to
replace additional supplies of natural gas.

P208-4



Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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P350-1
Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the range of alternatives evaluated. Sections 3.3.1
and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable energy sources,
within the context of the California Energy Commission's 2005
Integrated Energy Report and other State and Federal energy
reports, as alternatives to the Project.

Under NEPA and the CEQA, a reasonable range of alternatives
must be considered. NEPA requires consideration of a
"reasonable" number of alternatives. In determining the scope of
alternatives, the emphasis is on "reasonable." "Reasonable"
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a). The information must be sufficient to enable
reviewers and decision-makers to evaluate and compare
alternatives.

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) provides, in part, "An EIR
shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or
to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider
every conceivable alternative to a project."

The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Sections 3.3.7 and 3.3.9 discuss alternate locations and
technologies that were considered, but not carried forward in the
analyses for the reasons indicated.

P350-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: busurfmd@aol.com [mailto:busurfmd@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 2:50 PM 
Cc: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Need to revise inaccurate misleading EIR for proposed Cabrillo LNG port 
 
Dear EPA staff, 
 
Please find attached a letter to the State Lands Commission and Governor 
Schwarznegger regarding the misleading and inaccurate characterization of the 
receptor and impact area definitions for the EIR for the Cabrillo LNG port.  Please re-
evaluate your origianl decision to link pollution standards to the Ventura Air Pollution 
Control District rather than the more appropriate South Coast District with its more 
stringent standards. 
 
  Otherwise, you will liable for ensuing damages to public health and enviromental 
degradation of sensitive ecosystems and species within the Santa Monica Mountains, 
ocean waters and residents and visitors to Malibu and the South Bay.  Also, please 
do not pretend that upgrades to diesel engines of a ferry/industrial carrier boat(s) 
will mitigate smog and other damages to the real impact areas. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Jeff Harris, MD, MPH 

P087-1

P087-2
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P087-1
Section 4.6.4 contains information on the potential air quality
impacts to areas within the South Coast Air Basin as well as areas
within Ventura County.

P087-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.



       Jeff Harris, MD, MPH 
           23712 Malibu Road 
         Malibu, CA 90265  
 
5/12/06       310-456-1891 
 
Governor  Arnold Schwarzenegger 
State Controller Steve Westly 
Lt. Governor Cruz  Bustamante 
State Director of Finance Michael C.Genest 
 
 
Dear Governor and our other Guardians of the Public Health, 
Welfare and Environment, 
 
As a long time community physician and UCLA School of Public 
Health graduate, I am asking that you realize the significant flaws 
in the analysis of the impacts of the proposed BHP Billiton 
Cabrillo LNG Port , insist on a new expanded EIR and/or vote to 
oppose this project. 
 
The receptor zone for air pollutants from the proposed Cabrillo 
LNG port has been incorrectly defined as being 22 miles up and 
down the coast from its location. Specifically this definition 
ignores the scientific facts that there are often strong westerly 
winds or Catalina eddy inversion layer conditions that would carry 
and/or concentrate this project’s significant pollutants as smog in 
Malibu, the South Bay and Los Angeles County.  
 
Through a misleading manipulation of the boundaries of the 
impact areas, Los Angeles County, local governments and the 
South Coast Air Pollution Control District have been excluded  
from environmental review and mandatory political decision 
making processes. 
 

P087-3

P087-4
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P087-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the
marine climatic setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide
an expanded discussion of the potential transport of offshore air
pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological
conditions. Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts
on air quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone
precursors, and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project
vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

P087-4
The USEPA has jurisdiction to administer air quality regulations and
required air permits for applicable Project activities that occur
outside of the boundaries of California counties, including operation
of the FSRU. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction to administer air quality
regulations and required air permits for applicable Project activities
that occur within Los Angeles County, including construction of the
Line 225 Loop pipeline. The SCAQMD also provided comments on
the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR that have been taken into
consideration.



Likewise, the likely explosion impact and fire zones from a 
terrorist attack or industrial accident have been misleadingly 
confined to a smaller area because topography and meteorological 
conditions have not been properly analyzed. 
 
It is patently erroneous to use Emma Wood State Beach in northern 
Ventura County and Oxnard Airport as baseline or future indicators 
for Cabrillo LNG Port impacts.  The proposed port site is well 
south of these locations, and they are not in the path of prevailing 
winds and currents.   
 
What needs to be done immediately is to insist on a expanded 
scientifically impact area in the EIR to include Malibu and the 
South Bay;  the EIR should include evaluations of on the probable 
effects of air pollution and a possible explosion/ fire ball from the 
LNG port and its accompanying ships and industrial activities on 
Malibu and Los Angeles County residents and environments 
including fragile and endangered species and ecosystems in the 
adjacent ocean and Santa Monica Mountains. 
 
If the EPA or others resist this kind of proper scientific analysis, 
there should be no other choice than to vote now against the 
proposed Cabrillo LNG port. 
 
I look forward to your careful deliberations and decisions. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Jeff Harris, MD, MPH 
 
EPA Region 9 Director Wayne Nastri 
EPA Region 9 Deputy Director Laura Yoshi 
Air Director Debbie Jordan 
Water Director Alexis Strauss 

P087-5

P087-6
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P087-5
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA), which was independently
reviewed by the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories, evaluates the consequences of a potential vapor
cloud (flash) fire, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA
(Appendix C1). The IRA determined that the consequences of the
worst credible accident involving a vapor cloud fire would be more
than 5.7 NM from shore at the closest point, as summarized in
Table 4.2-1. Figure 2.1-2, Consequence Distances Surrounding the
FSRU Location for Worst Credible Events, depicts the maximum
distance from the FSRU in any direction that could be affected in
the event of an accident. The shape and direction of the affected
area within the circle depicted in Figure 2.1-2 would depend on
wind conditions and would be more like a cone than a circle, but
would not reach the shoreline. Section 2.3.5.3 of the IRA contains
information on environmental, meteorological, and ocean
(metocean) data that were used in the modeling of the LNG spill
and dispersion.

P087-6
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the
marine climatic setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide
an expanded discussion of the potential transport of offshore air
pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological
conditions. Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts
on air quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone
precursors, and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project
vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

P087-7
Sections 4.2, 4.6.4, 4.7.4, 4.8.4, 4.18.4 discuss the Project's
potential effects on public safety, air quality, terrestrial and marine
ecosystems, and water quality.

NEPA and the CEQA do not dictate an amount of information to be
provided but rather prescribe a level of treatment, which may in turn
require varying amounts of information to enable reviewers and



decision-makers to evaluate and compare alternatives.

P087-8
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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P325-1
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA, Appendix C1) evaluated
the potential consequences of an accident or fire during LNG
offloading. The hazard identification workshop considered various
incidents during offloading and several events specifically involving
fires (for example, an ignition source in the submerged combustion
vaporizers resulting in an equipment fire, a fire in the engine room
of the LNG carrier, and a fire in the engine room of the FSRU); see
Annex 4 to the IRA in Appendix C1 for a discussion of these
incidents. Sections 4.2.3, 4.2.7.2, and 4.2.7.6 summarize the
findings of the IRA. Impacts PS-1 and PS-2 in Section 4.2.7.6
contains information on emergency procedures.

P325-2
Section 4.13.2.1 contains information on the franchise agreements
between municipalities and SoCalGas. These franchise
agreements grant the right, privilege, and franchise for SoCalGas to
lay and use pipelines and appurtenances for transmitting and
distributing natural gas for any and all purposes under, along,
across, or upon public streets and other ROWs.

Section 4.2.8.2 contains information on regulations regarding
pipelines. Appendix C3-3 contains information on design and safety
standards applicable to natural gas projects. The Applicant would
design, install, operate, maintain, and inspect pipelines to meet
regulatory requirements. Industrial land uses near pipelines would
not be restricted with the implementation of these regulations.

P325-3
The Santa Barbara Channel/Mandalay Shore Crossing/Gonzales
Road Pipeline Alternative is evaluated as an alternative in the
EIS/EIR; it is not the proposed Project as described in Section 2.4.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



P221-1

P221-2

P221-3

P221-4

P221-5

P221-6

2006/P221

P221-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P221-2
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

P221-3
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.

P221-4
Section 4.7.4 contains information on potential impacts on marine
biological resources and mitigation measures to address such
impacts.

P221-5
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas.

P221-6
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss impacts to air quality and water
quality.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P450-1
Thank you for the information. The report sent with this letter is
included as 2006 Comment Letter Attachment P450-A01.

P450-2
As stated in Section 4.6.4, in addition to regulated air pollutants, the
Project would generate emissions of the greenhouse gases CO2
and methane (natural gas). The CO2 emission coefficient for
natural gas is 117. Coal (approximately 78 percent carbon) and oil
(approximately 85 percent carbon) have higher carbon contents
(more pounds of carbon per MMBtu) than natural gas
(approximately 75 percent carbon), which leads to greater carbon
emissions when combusted (more tons of CO2 per megawatt hour
produced). For comparison, the CO2 emission coefficient for No.2
fuel oil and anthracite coal are 161, and 227 pounds of CO2 per
MMBtu, respectively.

If the proposed Cabrillo Port Project is not approved, SoCalGas
may obtain its gas from elsewhere in North America. In this
scenario, the combustion would occur anyway, i.e., would be in the
baseline scenario. In the absence of the Cabrillo Port Project, it is
also highly unlikely that the natural gas would be left in the ground
in Western Australia; it would likely be extracted, liquefied,
transported, and sold elsewhere. For the proposed Cabrillo Port
Project, the additional life cycle emissions that can be attributed
specifically to the Project would be only the portion of those
emissions that would be generated by transporting the LNG across
the Pacific Ocean to the Cabrillo Port facility. If the LNG were
imported into a different receiving facility in California, the GHG
emissions would be the same as those of the proposed Project.
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P450-3
Thank you for the information.
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From: Gregory Helms [ghelms@psinet.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 2:13 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Cabrillo Port LNG Comments 
 
 

 
  
May 12, 2006 
  
Dwight E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
  
[Via Electronic mail, BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov] 
  
RE:  Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Cabrillo Port LNG Natural Gas 
Deepwater Port; State Clearinghouse number: 2004021107 
  
Dear Mr. Sanders:  
  
The Ocean Conservancy (TOC) is a non-profit organization with more than 900,000 
members and volunteers who are committed to protecting ocean environments and 
conserving the global abundance and diversity of marine life.  While we have a number of 
concerns about this proposed facility and the failure of the Revised Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) to adequately assess the environmental impacts of the proposed 
action pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), these comments address 
potential effects to fisheries and marine resources.  We believe the analysis of the DEIS 
does not support the conclusion that impacts on the natural resources of the Gulf from siting 
and operating the proposed Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) facility are short-term and minor, 
thereby rendering them acceptable in terms of the United States Coast Guard (USCG) duty 
to protect the public interest 
  
4.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — MARINE 
  
Inadequate sampling of potential fisheries impacts  
  
CalCOFI studies are probably appropriate for generic areas of offshore federal waters in generic conditions; 
however, neither the proposed site nor the conditions pertaining to biological features are generic.  The 
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G013-2
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G013-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G013-2
The method used to evaluate impacts on marine fisheries was
developed in consultation with NOAA experts and uses available
data. The monitoring measures identified in Section 4.7.4 would
provide site-specific data for groundfish analyses.



condition of the west coast groundfish fishery, under a declared Federal Disaster because of severely depleted 
stocks, is suffering heavy recruitment overfishing.  Because of this, the  methodology described in appendix 
H1 is inadequate to identify and disclose the impacts to marine and fisheries resources that can reasonably be 
expected as a consequence of the proposed project.  
  
Given the current depleted condition of the groundfish fishery, and its attendant socioecomic impacts, even 
relatively minor impacts on egg and larvae distribution and abundance are to be considered significant.  In 
particular, populations of groundfish species particular to southern California -- cowcod and boccacio -- have 
caused unprecedented management measures aimed at their recovery including massive no-fishing areas, 
shortened fishing seasons and trip limits.  Even with these measures, species such as boccacio and cowcod are 
currently designated with one-hundred year recovery schedules.   
  
Further, the mature, highly fecund females of these species that represent almost all of their recovery potential 
are nearly absent from the southern California bight, with the exception of small areas near the eastern end of 
the Santa Barbara Channel.  Here, at and around a handful of offshore oil and gas production structures, low 
fishing pressure has left a regionally unique collection mature, fertile boccacio and cowcod specimens.  This 
localized phenomena -- crucial to the recovery of rockfish and successful management required under the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act-- is not accounted for under the coarse annual survey regime of CalCOFI.   Site 
specific surveys are necessary to determine potential impacts to these species.  Effort must be made to 
determine the proportion of reproductive potential within southern California exists in the project area for 
these species, and to use this figure to calculate a fraction of reproductive potential potentially impacted by 
the project.    
  
Information regarding currents and oceanographic conditions suggests that the proposed project site may be 
subject to periodic pulses of eggs and larvae produced within the Santa Barbara Channel and carried eastward 
along the California Current.  Reproduction of groundfish, and in particular the Sebastes (Pacific Rockfish) 
complex, are known to be characterized by infrequent, periodic events of intense egg and larvae production.   
Rockfish may go many years between successful recruitment events, yet this species group is entirely reliant 
on the success of these events for persistence.  In the context of dramatic recent declines, impacts to these 
recruitment events is highly significant. 
  
Site specific, repeated and intensive surveys are required to assess the potential impact of the proposed project 
in this subject area.  CalCOFI datasets are insufficient as described above, and have the additional limitation 
of relatively shallow data gathering.  Pacific rockfish larvae may be distributed well shallower (and perhaps 
deeper) than the 210 ft. level that CalCOFI surveys reach -- certainly rockfish adults are known to exist in 
waters many times that depth.  The source water characterization must determine the localized density of 
organisms -- including special status species under Pacific Fishery Management programs, present in the 
project site, and in comparable depths, which may be locally much higher than within the CalCOFI quadrat.  
Project proponents must consult with Dr. Milton Love, Dr. Libe Washburn and other biological and 
oceanographic experts to develop a meaningful and dispositive survey program to properly asses the potential 
significance of impacts to Pacific Groundfish from the proposed project.   
  
Also, a cumulative analysis of seawater intake and entrainment is necessary.  Southern and central California 
experience the impacts of impingement and entrainment from hundreds of millions of gallons per day of 
seawater intake for various purposes.  These impacts have been determined overall to be of significance and 
mitigation measures -- now in the process of court challenges -- have been assessed.  The proposed project 
does not occur in a vacuum; it adds to a much larger context in which the destruction of marine eggs and 
larvae may contribute to significant loss of adult animals, not to mention the availability of prey for organisms 
which feed on zooplankton.   
  
Because of these inadequacies, we believe the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report provides a 
deficient basis for informed decisionmaking regarding this project and its potential impacts on marine and 
fisheries resources.  We believe a thorough, site-specific sampling effort must be undertaken to create a 
proper basis for understanding and minimizing or mitigating potential impacts and to address the above-
referenced deficiencies.   
  
Thank you very much for your consideration of these comments.   
  
Sincerely,  

G013-2
Continued
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G013-2 Continued

G013-3
Information and potential impacts on groundfish species have been
updated in Section 4.7.4 under Impact BioMar-3.

G013-4
The USEPA has indicated in its draft NPDES permit that monitoring
will be required. Consultation with CalCOFI reaffirmed that the
source water body was identified using the best available scientfic
knowledge.

The source water body area was identified as a result of
consultation with experts (summarized in Section 4.1 of Appendix
H1 and in Appendix H1.1), who acknowledged that the methods
described in Appendix H1 to identify the source water body were
reasonable.

G013-5
Section 4.20.3.7 addresses cumulative impacts on marine
biological resources.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. A closed loop tempered water cooling system, which
recirculates water, would be used instead of a seawater cooling
system, except during annual maintenance (four days for the
closed loop tempered water cooling system, and four days for the
Moss tanks when the inert gas generator [IGG] would be
operating).

Because seawater would only be used during these maintenance
activities, the volume of seawater used would be greatly reduced.
Section 2.2.2.4 describes the proposed seawater uptakes and uses
for the FSRU. Appendix D5 describes seawater intakes and
discharges during Project operations, and Appendix D6 describes
the closed loop water system.

The ichthyoplankton analysis (Appendix H and within Section 4.7)
has been revised to reflect current intake volumes. Tables 4.7-8a
and 4.7-8b in Section 4.7 provide a summary of the seawater
uptakes required for operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers that
were evaluated in the ichthyoplankton impact analysis.

G013-6
Site-specific data are not available. After consultation with NOAA



and marine biology experts, the use of the CalCOFI database was
determined to be appropriate for the purposes of the analyses
contained in this EIS/EIR. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently
collected over a period of time and are the best scientific data
currently available.

Federal guidance regarding the level of information required under
NEPA is provided in 40 CFR 1502.22(b), which states that the EIS
must include: (1) a statement that such information is incomplete or
unavailable; (2) a statement of the relevance of the incomplete or
unavailable information to evaluating reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse impacts on the human environment; (3) a
summary of existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to
evaluating the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts
on the human environment, and (4) the agency's evaluation of such
impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research methods
generally accepted in the scientific community.

The State CEQA Guidelines discuss forecasting in section 15144:
"Drafting an EIR or preparing a Negative Declaration necessarily
involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the
unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts
to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can." Section 15145 of
the State CEQA Guidelines states, however: "If, after thorough
investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too
speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion
and terminate discussion of the impact."

The document conforms to the above requirements.

2006/G013



  
  
Gregory Helms 
Manager 
Channel Islands Region Ecosystem Program 
  
  
  
  

********************************* 

Gregory Helms 

The Ocean Conservancy 

120 BE West Mission Street 

Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

(805)687-2322 

ghelms@psinet.com 

Become an Advocate for Wild, Healthy Oceans 
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P216-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P216-2
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

P216-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P216-4
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential damage to
proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault lines.
Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic
hazards.
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P412-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Larry D Hilburn [lbhilbur@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2006 9:50 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Opposed to LNG 
 
Dear Mr. Saunders, 
 
We are opposed to the LMG terminal because of the harm it could cause the fragile 
environment.  The Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary could be hurt as well 
as the Ormand Beach wetlands.  The dolphins in our area as well as migrating 
whales could be harmed as well. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Larry and Barbara Hilburn 

P039-1
P039-2
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P039-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P039-2
Sections 4.7.4, 4.8.4, 4.13.1 discuss these topics.
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COMMENT ON REVISED DRAFT EIS / EIR

FOR PROPOSED CABRILLO DEEPWATER PORT

DATE: 11 May, 2006

TO: Mark Prescott, Deepwater Port Standard Division, USCG
Dwight Sanders, Div. Enviro. Planning and Mgmt., CSLC
Cheryl Karpowicz, Ecology & Environment, Inc.

FROM: Kraig Hill, independent analyst
20544 Seaboard Rd.
Malibu, CA 90265
kraig@earthlink.net
310-456-8229

PROJECT: Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas Deepwater Port

APPLICANT: BHP Billiton LNG International, Inc.

DOCKET #: USCG-2004-16877

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE #:  2004021107

CC:  Arnold Schwarzenegger Fran Pavley
Cruz Bustamante Alison Dettmer
Barbara Boxer Terry Tamminen
Diane Feinstein Malibu City Council
Sheila Kuehl Ken Kearsley
Lois Capps Susan Jordan
Pedro Nava Linda Krop

_____________________________________________________________________________
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c o p y  a n d  p a s t e ,  a t : http://home.earthlink.net/~kraig/cabrilloport.htm
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PREFACE

As agency reviewers may recall, I submitted a 91-page comment in response to the last DIES/R.
Some of you acknowledged it as having been helpful.  (Thank you.)  My comments are still
available on the Federal Docket website; they are also posted online at:
http://home.earthlink.net/~kraig/cabrilloport.htm

I recently underwent major surgery and am experiencing a slower recovery than anticipated,
so unfortunately have not been able to develop complete comments in response to the current
Revised DIES/R.  Nonetheless, I have read the entire document, and can provide comments of
a general nature, as well as a few more detailed comments in a few select areas.

Readers unfamiliar with my work and my ecumenical stance with respect to natural gas usage
may glean perhaps more than they care to know in the footnote below.1  Although I have become

                                                
1  I have relevant background in many of the policy areas invoked by the proposed project, having emphasized an interdisci-

plinary perspective throughout my career. I studied the resources and environment of the Channel Islands in the Master of
Marine Affairs program at the University of Washington, where I also earned a degree in law (and was Editor-in-Chief of the
Pacific Rim Law & Policy Journal).  As an undergraduate in the Science in Society program at Wesleyan University, I took
courses with professors from Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute. I’ve visited the Northern Channel Islands several times,
and have sailed through the FSRU location on several other occasions.

I’ve worked in positions both “for” and “against” industry.  On the private side, I’ve done software modeling for a
hydrocarbon and minerals wildcatting firm, Waterford Resources, Inc., and statistical analysis of fisheries data for Natural
Resources Consultants, Inc. – the same firm which BHPB has employed for the current project (my statistics background also
includes co-writing the training manual for Systat statistical software.)  Incidentally, I often agreed with the views of my late
grandfather, Mason L. Hill, Vice President of Oil Exploration for ARCO (he was also a renowned geologist, having proposed

P088-1
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P088-1
Thank you for the information. Responses to the previous
comments submitted by this commenter can be found in 2004
Comment Letter G434.
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a critic of the project, I did not start out that way.  And whereas BHPB has publicly complained
that all its critics are motivated by ulterior political motives, that is certainly not the case with
me.  I'm an independent citizen with no axe to grind, other than to ensure that, if a project of this
scope, complexity, and potential hazard were to be undertaken, it be done with the greatest
possible rigor and precision. I still don’t see that happening.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Flaws in the previous draft are perpetuated

Unfortunately for BHPB’s sake, the great majority of my comments on the initial DEIS/R are
still applicable.   The similarity of the two drafts is underscored by the determinations of USCG
and MARAD that “there is not a need to recirculate the draft under NEPA;”2 i.e., the totality of
new information and any project modifications introduced since the DEIS/R are less than signifi-
cant.  Presumably this also is also an admission that deficiencies in the original application have
not been corrected.  Therefore, I request that agency reviewers consider my original 91-page
comment as being incorporated by reference into this, my current comment.  Even where
project details have somewhat changed, my underlying arguments generally still apply.

A handful of my minor comments have been addressed in the Revised draft (RDEIS/R), but
many of the more significant comments have not been, or they’ve been skirted by the verbal
equivalent of hand-waving.  In some cases, the RDEIS/R has provided marginally more data and
detail, yet these are frequently of sorts that do not materially support the underlying assertions –
which remain little or not at all supported.

In many other cases, project elements which were once cited as being subject to further study
have now been studied admittedly only “preliminarily,” such that further study would still neces-
sary to make meaningful assessments of viability and/or impacts.  The authors of the RDEIS/R
have apparently taken care this time around to couch the notion “requires further study” using
different phraseology each time, yet the careful reader will observe that much work has still not
been done.  In other words, the fantasy sketched out in the first draft now has more lines and
shading drawn into it, but remains a sketch of a fantasy.

Following are a few examples of unperformed or incomplete analyses in the RDEIS/R.  Without
yet having performed these (and others), the project cannot be adequately evaluated.

                                                                                                                                                            
the theory of plate tectonics and developed the nomenclature of fault movements).  On the environmental side, I assisted the
City of Malibu in its 1997 effort to establish a Malibu Marine Refuge, participating in the research and documentation phase,
and contributing to the draft legislation sent to Sacramento (the final bill, SB 1006, 1997, was passed by both houses, before
being vetoed by then-Governor Wilson). Since then, I’ve done policy research, writing and editing for non-profit organizations
on a variety of environmental and telecommunications topics.

My base values are ecumenical with regard to the benefits of natural gas and the need to balance human and non-
human interests in the environment. In that regard, I approached the BHPB project objectively; only after extended study did I
come to doubt both the need for it and its overall viability.

2  ES-1.
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Mitigation measures for each significant impact are stipulated
throughout the EIS/EIR and those that require future products, e.g.,
the Biological Resource Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring
Plan, contain a listing of topics that must be addressed. These
requirements are performance standards by which such plans
would be evaluated when it is practical to prepare them. Under the
CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance standards
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which
may be accomplished in more than one specific way." (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.4(b)). NEPA does not require
performance measures for proposed mitigation but only requires
mitigation measures to be identified (40 CFR 1502.14(f) and
1502.16(h)).

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.

As stated in Section 4.11.1, "[n]either Federal (the USCG and the
U.S. Maritime Administration [MARAD]) nor State (CSLC) lead
agencies require deepwater port applicants to provide final detailed
designs as part of their application. f a license is approved, the
deepwater port licensee is required to submit all plans of the
offshore components comprising the deepwater port to the USCG
for approval. If the CSLC approves the lease application, the
conditions of the lease would include the specific requirement that
the Applicant submit, for review and approval by State agencies,
detailed design criteria and final detailed engineering designs with
respect to facilities to be located in State waters or onshore areas.
The Applicant would also be required to submit, for review and
State agency comment, detailed design criteria and final detailed
engineering designs with respect to the FSRU and other facilities to
be located in offshore Federal waters. Submission of additional
design studies may be required under the conditions of the lease
with respect to such facilities before construction of the deepwater
port can begin." Information provided is sufficient for the purposes
of the environmental review.
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• “The IRA also recommends that additional safety analyses be conducted and the
results incorporated into the final design and operations of the proposed Project.”3

• “To reduce the likelihood and severity of a potential release, the Applicant would
design, test, and operate the FSRU in accordance with applicable rules and
regulations.”4  Apparently, no one knows whether this could be done.

• “The Applicant has also agreed to identify an emission reduction program…that
would reduce annual emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) by an amount up to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions.”5 No such program has been “identified,” so
it can’t be known whether or how effective it might be.

• “To reduce construction emissions, the Applicant would…prepare and implement
a Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan and a Fugitive Dust Control Plan to
minimize emissions from equipment engine exhaust and fugitive dust.”6  Without
such plans, the potential impacts cannot be analyzed.

• “The Applicant would conduct…pre-construction plant surveys to identify any
sensitive plant species within the ROW. The results of the surveys would be used
to develop a Biological Resources Mitigation and Monitoring Plan…”7

• “The Applicant would …conduct site-specific seismic hazard studies prior to con-
struction and evaluate suspected active fault crossings to accurately define the
fault plane location, orientation, and direction of anticipated offset, and the mag-
nitude of the anticipated offset at the fault locations.”8

• “[A] survey identified fourteen sites within 328 feet (100 m) of the pipeline route
that could contain objects of human origin. To ensure that none of these objects
are damaged, the Applicant would conduct a more focused marine archaeological
survey…”9  As I understand the law, because the preliminary survey has now
demonstrated a definite possibility of archeological remains, BHPB must now
conduct that “more focused” survey before the project plans can be approved.

•  “The Applicant is responsible for developing and implementing a Facility Re-
sponse Plan for the FSRU, Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plans
for onshore and nearshore Project activities, and oil spill contingency plans for a
Project construction vessel and for the FSRU.” Without having such plans, it is
impossible to assess potential impacts.

                                                
3  ES-16.
4  ES-21.
5  ES-28.
6  ES-28.
7  ES-31.
8  ES-34.
9  ES-32.
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Those are but a few of the many dozens (if not hundreds) of instances where the project is still
not developed enough to be meaningfully evaluated and analyzed.

BHPB’s approach remains “fast and loose”

The RDEIS/R also continues to perpetuate confused, careless and/or purposefully misleading
information in the text, and doubtless adds new bits of fuzziness.  One representative example:
“the population along the Center Road Pipeline route that is below the poverty level exceeds the
number in Ventura County.”10  On its face, this is saying that more poor people live along Center
Road than in all of Ventura County – obviously incorrect.  It is impossible to know from the
context what was actually meant.  For a project of this scope, complexity and potential impact,
such sloppiness is inexcusable.11

Perhaps nowhere is BHPB’s freewheeling approach more unsettling than in its consistent un-
willingness to consider the “unknown unknowns” (pace Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld).12  The
dangers are exemplified by BHPB’s reaction when one of their offshore rigs in the Gulf Mexico
was torn loose from its moorings and drifted almost two hundred miles.  They stated publicly
that they couldn’t understand how it could have happened because they had designed it to with-
stand hurricanes.  Well, apparently they hadn’t, because they hadn’t factored in the “unknown
unknown” contingencies.  It appears that a similar degree of thoughtlessness has gone into the
current project proposal.

PROJECT NEED

No case made for Project Need

The RDEIS/R flatly states:  “[t]he need for the proposed Project is market-based: it would meet
the economic need for reliable and diverse sources of natural gas.”13  As shown below, the
RDEIS/R develops no real argument that reliability and diversity of supply would be increased;
indeed, implementation of the project would likely reduce both reliability and diversity.  More-
over, the only apparent economical benefit of the project would be to BHPB themselves.  Where
substantiated arguments are called for, the DEIS/R has provided only a highly selective mish-
mash of factoids on energy supply and consumption.  For instance, of the eight listed objectives
of the DWPA,14 arguably six have not or cannot be met.

                                                
10  ES-40.
11  Items like that one, which pertains to environmental justice, and, for instance, the lack of any economic valuation of

aesthetically-diminished views, suggest that the corporate culture of BHPB is not ultimately concerned about the potential
impacts on local citizens (except to the extent that such impacts might affect profitability).  Although I cannot say with
certainty why this might be so, a plausible guess would be that the company’s culture is rooted in the wildcatting frontier
mentality of a mining venture, where the sole bottom line is financial.

12  Addressed in more detail in my 91-page comment.
13  1-7.
14  1-8.
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P088-3
The text in the Executive Summary has been revised to clarify that
the poverty rate along the Center Road Pipeline route exceeds the
poverty rate in Ventura County.

P088-4
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain information on natural gas needs
in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has been obtained
from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy Information Agency
and from the California Energy Commission. LNG is natural gas
that has been liquefied for transportation purposes. As stated in
Section 1.2, "[n]atural gas burns cleaner than other fossil fuels,
which meets other societal goals such as reduced air pollution." As
stated in Section 1.2.5, "[t]he natural gas delivered by the Project
would be relatively clean burning compared to other fuel sources
and would meet all California regulatory specifications for pipeline
natural gas without further treatment..." As stated in Section 1.2.4,
"[w]hile energy independence is a national goal, it is influenced by
other national considerations such as energy sufficiency, energy
security, and the United States economy. In light of the EIA's
projections, natural gas imports are necessary to ensure a reliable
alternative energy source that enhances the nations diversity of
energy supplies and energy sufficiency and supports a thriving
United States economy."

The lead agencies are obligated to use energy forecasting
information from the Federal Energy Information Administration
(EIA) and the California Energy Commission (CEC). As discussed
in Section 1.2.2, the Federal EIA is a "primary source of the data on
the Federal energy forecasts and analyses used in this document.
The EIA, created by Congress in 1977, is part of the U.S.
Department of Energy. The EIA provides policy independent data,
forecasts, and analyses to promote sound policy-making, efficient
markets, and public understanding regarding energy and its
interaction with the economy and the environment." In addition,
Section 1.2.3 discusses the use of CEC data. The CEC's 2005
Integrated Energy Policy Report Committee Final Report provides
the energy context for California's natural gas needs. The California
Legislature recognizes that the CEC is the State's principal energy
policy and planning organization and that the CEC is responsible
for determining the energy needs of California. These
responsibilities are established in State law (the Warren-Alquist
State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Act
[Public Resources Code, Division 15]).



Finally, MARAD is responsible for determining whether the criteria
specified in the DWPA are met.

2006/P088
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Demand for natural gas is significantly overstated

Assumptions in the RDEIS/R about both U.S and California projected demand for natural gas are
significantly inflated.

On the national level, the RDEIS/R cites the EIA as projecting an average growth in demand of
1.5% per year, from 2003-2025.15  In itself, this rate is well within the range of what could be
addressed through plausible programs of conservation and use of alternative and renewable fuels.
Looking at the demand curve more closely, however, one sees that greatest projected increase
occurs before 2010 (2.1% per year), whereas after that, the rate declines to 0.9%. That rate of
0.9% per year could be easily satisfied by other energy sources having less of a global environ-
mental “footprint” than LNG has.  Plus, even in the most rapid development scenario, the project
would scarcely be online before 2010 – it would come into existence too late to be needed. It
could be obsolete by the time it was built.

At the state level, the demand projections used by the RDEIS/R are even more striking in show-
ing no significant increase in demand. The CEC projects an increase of 0.7% per year.16  In it-
self, this would be insignificant justification for increasing state gas supplies by 10-15%, as the
project would intend.  But that 0.7% annual increase becomes entirely meaningless when one
takes into account new measures of energy conservation, efficiency and renewable generation
that can be implemented.  Contrary to assertions in the RDEIS/R, the CEC demand projection is
not based on there being further development of such energy sources; rather, the projection in-
corporates the increased efficiencies to be expected by state programs that are already in the
works (omitting consideration of potential state and private measures). Elsewhere, the CEC notes
that LNG is not strictly necessary.17  And the CEC actually cautions against over-dependence on
foreign sources.18

The project would not increase reliability of supply

The LNG would likely not be coming from Australia, as advertised.  There, development of the
offshore Scarborough Fields that BHPB has touted has been indefinitely postponed.  Exxon,
BHPB's development partner in the fields, backed out of their agreement on the grounds that the
fields didn't have enough gas and were too far offshore to be economical.  Instead, the gas would
likely be coming from Indonesia, Russia, or even Qatar.  Both Indonesia and Russia are notable
for having frequent disruptions in supply.

Also, if LNG tankers were not to arrive at the FSRU for more than several days, the storage
tanks would run down; otherwise, supply to the shore pipelines would have to be suspended.
Then the storage tanks would have to be put through a re-cooling process that takes another
several days to implement before gas can be processed again.  So a scenario would be set up
whereby ten percent of the gas upon which California relied could be unavailable for 4-5 days
                                                
15  1-9.
16  1-10.
17  I don’t have time to find that citation at the moment, but I have read the CEC reports closely, enough to know that the

RDEIS/R is being disingenuous on this point.
18  1-11.
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Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

As discussed in Section 1.2.1, the California Energy Commission
(CEC) and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must
"carry out their respective energy-related duties based upon
information and analyses contained in a biennial integrated energy
policy report adopted by the CEC." Section 1.2.1 also describes the
public process that is used to develop the Integrated Energy Policy
Reports to ensure that California's energy-related interests and
needs are met. Section 1.2.3 discusses, in part, the CEC's and
CPUC's conclusions within the state of California's Energy Action
Plan II; Implementation Road Map for Energy Policies, for example,
to diversify natural gas supply sources to include LNG.

As indicated in Section 4.10.1.3, California Energy Action Plan, "To
offset some of the demand for natural gas, California is increasing
its energy conservation programs, will retire less efficient power
plants, and is diversifying its fuel mix by accelerating the
Renewables Portfolio Standard. However, according to the State's
2005 Energy Action Plan, 'California must also promote
infrastructure enhancements, such as additional pipeline and
storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to include liquefied
natural gas (LNG)' (CEC and CPUC 2005)." Contrary to the
comment, the CEC has studied whether California needs to import
LNG to meet its energy needs and concludes, as indicated above,
that it does.

As also discussed in Section 4.10.1.3, the CPUC recently
reaffirmed that both the State's Integrated Energy Policy Report
and Energy Action Plan recognize the need for additional natural
gas supplies from LNG terminals on the West Coast: "However,
even with strong demand reduction efforts and our goal of 20%



renewables for electric generation by 2010, demand for natural gas
in California is expected to roughly remain the same, rather than
decrease, over the next 10 years. This is because, a substantial
portion of the other 80% of electric generation (not met by
renewable energy sources) will need natural gas as its fuel source,
and natural gas will still be needed for the growing number of
residential and business customers of the natural gas utilities."

P088-6
Sections 1.3 and 2.2.1 contain information on the anticipated
source of the natural gas. The Applicant would be required to
ensure that any natural gas imported would meet California
requirements for pipeline quality regardless of the source and
would have contractual obligations with SoCalGas as to the amount
of natural gas delivered.

P088-7
Section 1.0, "Introduction," has been updated to more clearly
specify the throughput figures used in the environmental analysis.
As stated, "Under normal operating conditions, the annual average
throughput would be 800 million cubic feet per day; however, the
Applicant has calculated that maximum operating scenarios would
allow deliveries of up to 1.2 billion cubic feet per day, or the gas
equivalent 1.5 billion cubic feet per day on an hourly basis for a
maximum of six hours. These operating conditions would only be in
effect if SoCalGas were to offer the Applicant the opportunity to
provide additional gas in cases of supply interruption elsewhere in
the SoCalGas system, or extremely high power demand, for
example, during hot summer days." In addition, applicable sections
of the document have been updated similarly to clarify the
throughput figures used in the analysis, including Sections 4.6, 4.7,
4.14, and 4.18.

As noted in Section 1.2, the proposed Project includes storage to
provide a reliable supply of natural gas.

2006/P088
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or longer – which could foreseeably occur not infrequently.  In contrast, interstate pipeline
supplies come from a variety of interchangeable sources; as such, they are plainly more reliable.

The RDEIS/R doesn’t account for how such supply variability might affect ‘reliability.”  To the
extent that the issue of supply reliability is ambiguous at best, it cannot be used as point in favor
of “project need.”

The project would be less economical than the No Action alternative

BHPB can’t make the case for project need because the state legislature and pertinent agencies
are still in the process of figuring out whether imported LNG might be needed, and under what
circumstances.  In this regard, the project application is necessarily premature – a cart before the
horse.  Californians don’t know whether we need any imported LNG, yet BHPB would have the
state commit over ten percent of its gas demand to a single, locked-in supplier.  Economically,
this would be anti-competitive: to the extent that California would become dependent on their
supply (as BHPB assumes would happen), BHPB they could charge however much they wanted.

In contrast, and contrary to assertions in the RDEIS/R, the existing pipeline system does provide
for competition among gas suppliers.  If the project were approved, FERC would release pipeline
contracts for comparable amounts of gas – thereby reducing the total number of competitive
sources.

Meanwhile, foreign supplies are likely to remain more expensive than domestic ones, given the
burgeoning demand in China, India and elsewhere.

All of this fairly guarantees that California consumers would likely be paying a premium price
for the ten percent of demand in question.

Recent political-economic conditions weigh further against the project

Several recent changes in the political-economic scene – none of which are acknowledged in the
RDEIS/R – further indicate that the project could result in more harm than good.

Market-watchers indicate that imported LNG will likely remain more expensive than domestic
gas for the indefinite future.  Moreover, the clamor in the media about increasing demand has
come from the suppliers who would reap profits – but actual demand has not increased
significantly.  Despite assertions in the RDEIS/R, Hurricane Katrina did not cause significant
supply problems.  This event, arguably the most potentially significant hit on supply in recent
years, turned out to be little more than a blip.

In fact, when prices have spiked, it has been due not to fluctuations in actual demand, but to the
“irrational exuberance” of speculators.  A recent study by the National Association of State
Governors found that whereas gas demand has increased insignificantly in the past few years,
prices have doubled solely due to speculators’ manipulations.19  As it is, gas supplies are not
subject to a truly free market, but instead to a marketplace which by regulatory design resembles

                                                
19  Citation available on request.
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P088-8
Section 1.2.3 contains updated information on natural gas needs in
California. Forecast information has been obtained from the
California Energy Commission.

P088-9
Section 4.16 does not discuss international economic implications,
natural gas pricing, or supply chain issues related to the Project
because the related physical changes that would produce
environmental consequences are highly speculative and infinite
variations could occur. Chapters 1, 2, and 3 contain information on
the proposed Project's purpose, need, and objectives; natural gas
supply features; and the State's natural gas requirements.

Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.
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a gambling game, wherein gas supplies are the chits, and just a few players win, to the detriment
of consumers.20

Meanwhile, several LNG terminals in Baja California are in development, further ahead in their
respective timelines than is BHPB (see discussion below, at “Alternatives”).  These enterprises
have each expressly dedicated a significant portion of their throughput to California.  Thus, if
there will ever be any need for the state to receive LNG imports, it evidently already has at least
one source (possibly more) in line ahead of BHPB.

Furthermore, in recent months, U.S. policy has taken a strong turn against dependence on
overseas energy sources.  This reevaluation of preferences has been widely expressed from the
top down, by the President, Congress, and in polls of registered voters.  In this context, the
RDEIS/R’s reliance on the notion that the DWPA was intended to increase “access to worldwide
sources”21 now is outdated.  (As well as overstated: actually, the DWPA was simply intended to
promote  “deepwater ports as a safe and effective means of importing oil or natural gas into the
United States” – a far less aggressive aim.22)  “National energy self-sufficiency” is the new
mantra of policymakers of all political persuasions.  If ever there were a time for LNG imports,
it may have come and passed.

In short, little evidence for “project need” is given, whereas Californians’ experience provides
strong arguments against it.  If pricing and reliability are top concerns, then the state would be
far better served by further development of renewable energy sources and by reform of the
market deregulations that enable prices to be driven up by speculative traders.

ALTERNATIVES

The RDEIS/R does not meaningfully discuss alternatives.  Instead, it employs a sort of semantic
sleight-of-hand.  Briefly dismissing “alternatives to the project,” it focuses mainly on “alternative
projects.”  In the process, it implicitly makes unwarranted assumptions about project need.  Even
the projects that it does present are “straw men.”  None of them would be remotely viable, for a
variety of reasons, so cannot be considered proper alternatives.  Discussion follows.

                                                
20  In principle, deregulation could work to increase competition, if structured properly; however, because the gas industry

provides a quasi-public good (as do the oil and telecom industries) deregulations in recent years have enabled companies
holding semi-monopolies to further consolidate their holdings – as they do, price manipulation becomes evermore easy.
California has experienced price manipulation by Enron and SBC telecom

21  1-10.
22  § 1501(a)(5).
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P088-10
Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, contain information on the
range of alternatives evaluated. Sections 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on California's Energy Action Plan, including the roles
of energy conservation and renewable energy. Under NEPA and
the CEQA, a reasonable range of alternatives must be considered.
NEPA requires consideration of a "reasonable" number of
alternatives. In determining the scope of alternatives, the emphasis
is on "reasonable." "Reasonable" alternatives include those that are
practical and feasible from the technical and economic standpoint
and using common sense (CEQ 40 Questions; #2a). The
information must be sufficient to enable reviewers and
decision-makers to evaluate and compare alternatives.

The State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) provides, in part,
"An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project."

The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Sections 3.3.7 and 3.3.9 discuss alternate locations and
technologies that were considered.
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What is a “reasonable alternative?”

As the RDEIS/R observes,23 under NEPA and CEQA reasonable alternatives are those which:

   • Satisfy most of a project’s basic objectives;
• Avoid or substantially lessen any of a project's significant effects; and
• Are feasible.

With respect to basic objectives, this comment (as well as my 91-page comment) demonstrate
that Project Need has not been established; at best, it remains ill-defined.  The stated objectives
of reliability, diversity, and economy of supply have not been demonstrated; indeed the evidence
indicates that each of these could be significantly reduced if the project were implemented.

As for significant effects, the RDEIS/R itself admits to multiple unmitigable impacts.24

The question as to whether the project is feasible remains unanswered, as many of the necessary
analyses and technical studies remain incomplete.

Thus, it would appear that a myriad of other conceivable projects could better fulfill the project’s
stated aims – and that no project at all would be the most reasonable alternative.

Alternatives incorrectly eliminated from consideration

The RDEIS/R eliminates energy conservation measures as an alternative on the grounds that
“they are ongoing activities that would occur regardless of whether or not the proposed Project
proceeds.”25  This absurdly assumes that such measures represent a zero-sum game; that all such
measures that could be taken are being taken already.  In doing so, it ignores the certain
likelihood that further measures would be cleaner, more reliable and more economical than LNG
imports.

The RDEIS/R further eliminates conservation from consideration on the grounds that “MARAD
and the CSLC do not have authority to initiate or implement additional broad-based, long-term
energy conservation policy measures.”26  While doubtless true, this is entirely irrelevant.  One
could just as truthfully state that these agencies don’t determine energy demand – but that
doesn’t mean they don’t have to take it into consideration in evaluating Project Need.

Renewable energy sources are similarly eliminated from consideration as alternatives in the
RDEIS/R, on equally unsupportable grounds.  This purported rejection is comprised of several
pages of data on renewable sources,27 none of it marshaled into any sort of argument.  Curiously
the RDEIS/R adds another basis for rejection: that renewables wouldn’t reduce the need for
short- and mid-term supplies.  That’s odd.  One could go out and install solar panels tomorrow,

                                                
23  3-1.
24  1-8.
25  3-5.
26  3-6.
27  3-6-8.
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Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

Sections 1.2.3 and 4.10.1 contain additional information on
renewable energy. As discussed in Section 1.2.1, the California
Energy Commission (CEC) and California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) must "carry out their respective
energy-related duties based upon information and analyses
contained in a biennial integrated energy policy report adopted by
the CEC." Section 1.2.1 also describes the public process that is
used to develop the Integrated Energy Policy Reports to ensure
that California's energy-related interests and needs are met.
Section 1.2.3 discusses, in part, the CEC's and CPUC's
conclusions within the state of California's Energy Action Plan II;
Implementation Road Map for Energy Policies, for example, to
diversify natural gas supply sources to include LNG.

As indicated in Section 4.10.1.3, California Energy Action Plan, "To
offset some of the demand for natural gas, California is increasing
its energy conservation programs, will retire less efficient power
plants, and is diversifying its fuel mix by accelerating the
Renewables Portfolio Standard. However, according to the State's
2005 Energy Action Plan, 'California must also promote
infrastructure enhancements, such as additional pipeline and
storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to include liquefied
natural gas (LNG)' (CEC and CPUC 2005)." Contrary to the
comment, the CEC has studied whether California needs to import
LNG to meet its energy needs and concludes, as indicated above,
that it does.

As also discussed in Section 4.10.1.3, the CPUC recently
reaffirmed that both the State's Integrated Energy Policy Report
and Energy Action Plan recognize the need for additional natural
gas supplies from LNG terminals on the West Coast: "However,
even with strong demand reduction efforts and our goal of 20%
renewables for electric generation by 2010, demand for natural gas
in California is expected to roughly remain the same, rather than
decrease, over the next 10 years. This is because, a substantial
portion of the other 80% of electric generation (not met by
renewable energy sources) will need natural gas as its fuel source,



and natural gas will still be needed for the growing number of
residential and business customers of the natural gas utilities."

P088-12
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a

2006/P088



limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

P088-13
See the response to Comment P088-11.

One of the reasons that renewable energy sources were eliminated
as an alternative was that it "would not eliminate the need for both
short and mid-term supplies of additional natural gas."
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but the BHPB project would be lucky to come online soon enough to address “mid-term”
demand (and forget short-term).

New or expanded pipelines are also spuriously rejected from consideration.28  The RDEIS/R
claims that they “would not meet the Project objective of increasing the diversity of natural gas
supplies to California.”29  Ironically, they would do just that, as pipelines are typically open to
supplies from multiple competitive sources, whereas the BHPB project would lock-in a portion
of California’s supply to a single non-competitive supplier (BHPB).  The relevant meaning of
“diversity” pertains to economic competition, not to the geographical location of gas extraction;
it’s not a question of where the gas comes out of the ground, but of how many different produ-
cers can meaningfully compete to supply it.

Baja Mexican LNG terminals have also been inappropriately rejected as alternatives.30  The
RDEIS/R tries to make the point that these facilities are too hypothetical, yet several are already
under construction, way ahead of the BHPB project on their respective timelines.  The RDEIS/R
also suggests that they should not be considered because they would primarily serve Mexico, yet
they are being built expressly to dedicate a significant portion of their throughput to U.S. users –
Sempra already has contracts in place; the CPUC has already setup the legal and logistical
regimes for the pipelines that will carry the gas to California..  The gas that Baja facilities would
provide would be comparable to or greater than the amount that BHPB could provide.

Other “alternative projects”  (e.g., Camp Pendleton, Deer Canyon, etc.) are eliminated from
consideration based on criteria that almost always are applicable to the BHPB project itself.31

In short, the RDEIS/R has failed to seriously addressed any of the real alternatives to the project,
such as conservation, increased efficiency and use of renewables, and instead focused on
dismissing alternative projects.  What remains is the only viable alternative: No Action.

GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS

The interaction among quake faults and pipelines is more significant than stated

To its credit, the RDEIS/R concedes that “[s]eismic events such as ground shaking or mass
movement could damage the pipelines or other facilities.”32 And that

   Geologic hazards such as seismicity, i.e., active faults, earthquakes/ground
shaking, and soil liquefaction, slope instability (landslides), subsidence, flash
floods, and debris flows could threaten the integrity of the pipeline facilities
onshore and offshore….33

                                                
28  3-9 et seq.
29  3-10.
30  3-10 et seq.
31  As detailed in my 91-page comment.
32  ES-33.
33  ES-33.

P088-13
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P088-17

P088-18
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P088-13 Continued

P088-14
Section 1.2.3 contains information about California's current
intrastate and interstate natural gas supply. Domestic natural gas
supplies are limited to the existing natural gas basins.
Implementation of this Project would bring a new source of natural
gas to the United States.

As stated in Section 1.2.3, "[t]he California Legislature recognizes
that the CEC is the State's principal energy policy and planning
organization and the CEC is responsible for determining the energy
needs of California." The EIS/EIR acknowledges the contribution of
energy conservation and renewables to meet California's energy
needs in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3. However, the 2005
California Energy Action Plan states explicitly that "California must
also promote infrastructure enhancements, such as additional
pipeline and storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to
include liquefied natural gas (LNG)."

P088-15
Section 3.3.5 has been revised and contains additional information
concerning the rationale why the Sempra Costa Azul project was
not considered as an alternative.

P088-16
As discussed in Section 3.4.2 the CCC study identified Ventura
Flats as one of the most appropriate sites for a floating facility. The
proposed Project is located farther offshore and outside the Point
Mugu Sea Range.

P088-17
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an



alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

P088-18
Section 4.11 contains information on seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential damage to
proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault lines.
Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic
hazards.
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However, the unavoidable interaction of pipelines with known active quake faults is understated
to a fault.  The RDEIS/R tries to downplay the interactions in several ways, none of them con-
vincing.  First, it ambiguously and incorrectly states that “[s]everal active or potentially active
faults are located within the Project area, but few are crossed by the proposed pipelines.”34  It
also states that “[t]he proposed Project pipeline routes would likely cross several buried faults
both onshore and offshore in this seismically active area.”35  However, as the recent USGS report
indicates, the pipelines would definitely cross at least three known active faults, and more than
half a dozen known active faults capable of producing a quake of damage-causing magnitude are
present in the immediate vicinity.  A glance at the USGS map found on p.47 of my 91-page
comment shows that the offshore pipeline alone would actually cross at least four active faults.

So, are we to presume that BHPB intends to base its pipeline design criteria (not yet established)
on only a subset of the known potential seismic hazards?  The USGS estimate of quake potential
in the immediate project area is something on the order of a 35% risk of a quake of magnitude
6.5 or greater within the project lifetime.  Given BHPB’s idea of installing the pipelines directly
on the seabed, this represents a significant risk of pipeline rupture (discussed below).

Unmitigable risks to pipelines

Even if one were to accept BHPB’s estimates of fault/pipeline interactions, the RDEIS/R still
admits that there would remain an unmitigable potential for turbidity flows to affect the pipe-
lines.36  And the RDEIS/R admits that “subsea pipelines could potentially be damaged due to
fishing gear being hung up on the pipelines, or a seismic event such as a subsea landslide.”37

The RDEIS/R then suggests that pipelines could be designed to withstand severe seismic
events,38 but it does not say how.  Apparently, it assumes that piping of sufficient strength to
withstand a quake on land would function with comparable safety on the seabed, and that seabed
emplacement would somehow be a panacea against any foreseeable seismic activity.  It states,
“the Applicant would install the offshore pipelines directly on the seabed surface to allow
enhanced flexibility to help it withstand movement caused by fault rupture.”39  This neglects the
effects of extreme water pressure at depth (at 884 meters, pipes would be subject to water
pressures of over 374,400 pounds (187.2 tons) per lineal foot of pipe).  Such pressures would
strongly constrain the flexibility of any known type of pipe; they would represent an additional
stress on the piping; and they would also firmly couple the pipelines to the seabed, such that any
shearing of the underlying terrain would be transferred to, and experienced by, the pipe.

Beyond the hollow claim that seabed emplacement is sufficient, no other mitigation measures are
specified, except for the vague suggestion that pipelines could be designed so that their “overall

                                                
34  ES-33.
35  ES-33. (Emphasis added.)
36  ES-2.
37  ES-21.
38  ES-21.
39  ES-34.
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P088-20
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P088-19
Many faults shown on geologic maps are not considered active but
there is evidence to map them. Also, by convention if a fault is
shown as a dashed line on a map, the location is inferred; there is
no surface expression of the fault, and the existence and exact
location of the fault are not confirmed. Section 4.11.1.2 contains
revised text on faults and seismicity. Section 4.11.1.3 contains
information on fault rupture. Impact GEO-3 in Section 4.11.4
contains information on potential impacts from damage to pipelines
or other facilities that could occur due to direct rupture (ground
offset) along fault lines.

As stated in Section 4.11.1.10, "CSLC engineers and geologists
reviewed the geological/seismic hazard reports and preliminary
geotechnical studies prepared by the Applicant for the Project and
found them to be adequate for the purposes of the environmental
review. Further geotechnical studies would be needed, however, for
the final design stage after the conclusion of the environmental
review. Similarly, MARAD has sufficient information for the
purposes of this review."

As stated in MM GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4, "[t]he Applicant, as a
condition of any lease, shall complete final site-specific
geotechnical and seismic hazard studies, to be approved by the
CSLC and USCG or MARAD, as appropriate, prior to final pipeline
design and construction. The studies shall cover suspected active
fault crossings to accurately define the fault plane location,
orientation, and direction of anticipated offset, and shall include the
magnitude of the anticipated offset at the fault locations; this
information shall be used to enhance fault crossing design
parameters."

As stated in Impact GEO-3 in Section 4.11.4, the "offshore gas
pipelines...would be designed to accommodate, based on the then
most current information, anticipated maximum lateral/vertical
motion from earthquakes (permanent deformation of seafloor)
during the final design stage."

P088-20
Section 4.11.1.5 and Impact GEO-5 in Section 4.11.4 contain
information on the potential for damage to pipelines and other
facilities and mitigation measures to address potential impacts that
could occur due to mass movement of soil that is of a transitory and
sporadic nature. As stated, "[m]ass movement includes landslides,
liquefaction, subsidence, sand migration, and turbidity currents. The
ground shaking from an earthquake could cause loose sediments
found on slopes to move." The proposed offshore route avoids



active offshore canyons, reducing but not eliminating the potential
for slides and turbidity currents. The analysis acknowledges that
the "sediment and current may exert substantial forces on a subsea
structure."

P088-21
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. As stated, "[n]one of the three lead agencies
require DWP applicants to provide final detailed designs as part of
their application. If an application is approved and MARAD issues a
DWP license or a license with conditions, the DWP licensee is
required to submit all plans of the offshore components comprising
the DWP to the USCG for approval. If the CSLC approves the lease
application, the conditions of the lease would include specific
requirements for submittal of detailed design criteria and final
detailed designs by the Applicant for review and approval by State
agencies. Federal and State approval of final detailed design is
required before construction can begin." The Applicant has
incorporated AM GEO-3a and AM GEO-3b into the Project; MM
GEO-3c, MM GEO-3d, MM GEO-4a, and MM GEO-5a are
mitigation measures that address these potential impacts.
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integrity” would be “increased.”40 The problem here is that the more reinforcement added to the
pipeline (harnesses, cuffs, etc.), the more firmly and rigidly the pipe would be coupled to the
seabed.  So the notion of mitigating seismic risks remains entirely implausible.  (Not to mention
that it represents yet another example of unfinished design).

PUBLIC SAFETY

Notwithstanding a certain degree of hysteria among public statements about explosions, it
appears that the blast potential remains significantly understated.  First, the assumption, based on
the Sandia Report, that a three-tank simultaneous release is “not credible” is itself not credible.
A release which would cause any sort of uncontrolled fire or explosion of one tank could plausi-
bly affect all three tanks.  Second, because an LNG tanker would more likely than not be present
alongside the FSRU at any given moment, the actual amount of the greatest potential release
would be roughly double the stated amount.

One consequence is that the potential impact on the shipping lanes would be substantially greater
than represented in the RDEIS/R.  It assumes that ships would have 30 minutes to respond,41 but
this assumes too much about current wind conditions, the continued functioning of communica-
tions equipment, and the actual positions of the FSRU and any tankers in the vicinity.  Thirty
minutes could also be “shorter” than it might seem, in terms of human response factors.  Con-
sider the confusion among government and military entities during the World Trade Tower
attacks, and the resultant waste of response time.

Another unexamined potential is that a sizeable blast could disable support vessels in the vicin-
ity, as well as a tanker alongside.  This presents the possibility that either or both the FSRU and
tanker – either still containing LNG – could drift to shore.  The consequence of such an unlikely
event would then become quite likely – that an LNG-laden vessel striking the shore could both
leak LNG and come into contact with an ignition source (which could be a spark generated by
the crash itself).

NAVIGATIONAL HAZARDS

The RDEIS/R admits that project construction would impact vessel traffic:

   Marine activities associated with site preparation and installation of the FSRU,
subsea pipelines, and shore crossing may increase maritime traffic and interfere
with operations at the Point Mugu Sea Range.42

                                                
40  Id.  Also, “The pipelines and aboveground facilities would be designed and constructed in accordance with Federal and State

standards and guidelines to reduce the potential impacts on pipeline integrity from these hazards.” ES-34.
41  ES-17.
42  ES-28
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P088-21 Continued

P088-22
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1)
defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

P088-23
As summarized in Section 4.2.1 and discussed in Section 4.2.7.5
under "Vapor Cloud (Flash) Fire," a flash fire resulting from vapor
cloud dispersion could affect the shipping lanes; however, an
ignition source would most likely be present, which would result in a
pool fire instead of a vapor cloud fire. Pool fire hazards are not
predicted to reach the shipping lanes.

P088-24
In the unlikely event that a blast would cause the FSRU and/or a
moored LNG carrier to become unmoored, the USCG Captain of
the Port would be responsible for determining the appropriate
response. If the FSRU were to become unmoored, as discussed in
Section 4.3, the patrolling tugboats would be used to hold it in
place. "Disabled Vessels and Anchorage" in Section 4.3.1.4
contains information on this potential situation and the actions that
would be taken.

P088-25
Section 4.3 contains information on marine traffic. Specifically,
marine traffic mitigation measures include dissemination of
information to Project crew, commercial vessels operators, and



local boaters (MM MT-1c, MM MT-1d, MM MT-1g, AM MT-3e, MM
MT-3g, MM MT-5b), but they also include proactive measures to
reduce the potential for vessel collisions. These include
components of the Project such as AM MT-1a, AM MT-1b, MM
MT-1e, MM MT-1f, AM MT-2a, AM MT-2b, AM MT-2c, MM MT-2d,
AM MT-3a, AM MT-3b, AM MT-3c, AM MT-3d, MM MT-3f, MM
MT-5a, MM MT-5c, MM MT-5d, MM MT-6a, and MM MT-6b.

2006/P088



Kraig Hill  – Comment on BHPB LNG Deepwater Port REVISED DEIS/R – Draft 5-11-06 13

The proposed mitigation measures (notices to mariners, daily briefings, etc.) all involve dissem-
inating information about the hazards.  But it cannot be assumed that all such impacts would be
mitigated simply by advertising their possibility.  Communications systems fail, humans panic or
become confused, etc.  In view of the FSRU’s close proximity to the shipping lanes and the sub-
stantial increase in vessel traffic that would occur in the area, there would be no margin for such
information-based mitigation measures to be less than 100 percent effective – which of course
they could never be.  Accidents will happen.  The only questions would be how often and with
what severity.

Also, it is not clear to me how BHPB has suddenly been able to reduce the number of projected
weekly and annual vessel trips between shore and the FSRU by half.43  This seems suspect on its
face, and deserving of further assessment.

OCEANOGRAPHY

Assumptions about wave height are misleading

The rationale for choosing the particular site based on reduced wave heights, in comparison to
other locations on the Southern California coast, is unpersuasive, and apparently the FSRU has
not been designed to withstand foreseeably high seas.  The RDEIS/R states deceptively,

   The Cabrillo Port area is sheltered from waves from the northwest by Point
Conception and the Channel Islands.  In addition, the area is partially sheltered
from some south swell directions by the Santa Catalina, San Clemente, and Santa
Barbara Islands.44

First, the actualities:  the shelter claimed here is marginal, and based on average conditions.  The
project area remains susceptible to seas as high as any ever found along the Southern California
coast, if perhaps not as frequently as in some locations.  This means several things:

•  Wave height does not provide a reasonable basis to distinguish the chosen site
from countless alternative sites along the coast.

•  To the extent that wave heights may be marginally lower on average at the site,
this suggest the possibility that the FSRU has been designed to withstand less
than reasonably foreseeable wave heights.45

In addition, the RDEIS/R fairly admits to the possibility of rogue waves of excessive heights, in
observing that “the directional wave spectra (distribution of wave energy with wave direction) at
the site is much more complex than that in the open ocean.”46

                                                
43  ES-28.
44  ES-14.
45  Detailed discussion of this appears in my 91-page comment.
46  ES-15.
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P088-26
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The Applicant has reduced the number of LNG carriers
that would call on the FSRU annually from a maximum of 130 to a
maximum of 99. As a result, the number of LNG carriers docking at
the FSRU weekly would be reduced from an average of two to
three per week to one to two per week. Since a crew vessel would
meet each LNG carrier, the number of crew vessel trips to and from
Port Hueneme would also change. See Section 4.3 for more
information on this topic.

P088-27
As addressed in Sections 3.3.6 and 3.3.7, wave height and the
degree of sheltering (maritime conditions) were considered in the
evaluation of alternative locations. Sections 4.1.8, 4.1.8.2, 4.1.8.3,
and 4.1.8.4 contain information on Project operations and extreme
wave conditions.
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Moreover, the RDEIS/R neglects to consider the implications, vis á vis wave height, of the fact
that anywhere the FSRU could be built would entail a transoceanic voyage to the project site.
Thus, the FSRU would have to be able to withstand the highest wave heights typical on the
Pacific high seas (no matter where it were built), and also the Atlantic (if built in Norway).  Note
that it would be too wide to fit through the Panama Canal, so if coming from Norway it would
have to pass through the Southern Ocean, where sea heights are typically higher than elsewhere.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Unmitigable impacts to marine mammals

The RDEIS/R states:

   Potential impacts to marine mammals include noise impacts, collisions with the
pipelaying vessel or support vessels during installation of the subsea pipeline, and
entanglement with cables associated with anchoring the FSRU and with pipe-
laying activities. Additionally, noise associated with construction activities could
potentially result in area avoidance or other migration, feeding, or behavioral
changes.47

There is no evidence to suggest that the mitigation measures proposed to “minimize” such
impacts would do so adequately.

Noise impacts on marine mammals

For instance, the RDEIS/R neglects to consider recent research that links marine mammal
groundings with noise-avoidance behavior.48  A thorough evaluation based on this area of re-
search is necessary to assess potential impacts on cetaceans. Further, the RDEIS/R acknowledges
that NMFS is expected to release, several months from now, proposed changes to guidelines and
criteria for evaluating when a “taking” of marine mammals can be attributable to exposure to
noise.49  Without the results of this major study, noise-impact analyses necessarily remain
incomplete.

Moreover, the RDEIS/R’s analysis of noise impacts on marine mammals (and marine biota,
generally) rests on the notion that, simply put, there’s a lot of noise in the ocean already.  While
true at some level, this position neglects the potential for cumulative impacts.  And, because the

                                                
47  ES-29.
48  Nature (vol 425, p 575).  See also  Military sonar may give whales the bends, New Scientist 18:21 October 8, 2003; avail. at

http://www.newscientist.com/article.ns?id=dn4254
49  The RDEIS/R states (at 4.7-58,9): “The NMFS has been using generic sound exposure thresholds since 1997 to determine

when an activity in the marine environment that produces sound might impact marine mammals such that a “take” might
occur. Currently, NMFS is developing new science-based thresholds with guidelines based on exposure characteristics that are
derived from empirical data and are tailored to specific species groups and sound types to improve and replace the current
criterion (Federal Register 2005). NMFS is in the process of preparing the required NEPA document that will address the
proposed changes and any alternatives. The final decision documents are currently scheduled to be completed in the summer of
2006 (Lawson 2005). Until a final decision is made, NMFS will require that the current acoustic criterion be used for impacts
analysis.”
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P088-28
Oil and gas exploration structures of similar size to the FSRU are
constructed worldwide and towed regularly hundreds and often
thousands of miles. There are well-established procedures for this
process.

P088-29
Mitigation is based on experts within the relevant issue area,
experience with relevant projects, available scientific and technical
information and recommendation of appropriate public agencies.
The effectiveness of mitigation measures for reducing impacts in
the context of the proposed Project would be verified by monitoring.
Marine mammal monitoring plans (AM BioMar-9b and MM
BioMar-5b) are discussed in Section 4.7.4 under Impacts BioMar-5
and BioMar-9.

P088-30
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 contains updated information on
potential noise impacts on the marine environment and mitigation
measures to address such impacts.
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noise analyses takes a broad focus on the Southern California Bight in general, it likely under-
reports potential effects in the immediate project area.  Notwithstanding the presence of the
shipping lane – a constant throughout the entire length of the Bight – the project area can be
expected to have generally less subsurface noise than other, more trafficked parts of the Bight.

Unmitigable impacts to benthic communities

The RDEIS/R states:

   Potential Project impacts on benthic communities include crushing or smothering
of individuals during pipelaying activities. These benthic communities are ex-
pected to recolonize the Project area within one year of construction. Thus, no
mitigation measures are identified.50

Such an impact may well be unmitigable.  There is no evidence to support that recolonization
would occur within a year.  And even if it could occur, there is no evidence that an impact of that
duration would not have permanent effects on the local ecology.  By analogy, a forest that has
been clear-cut will eventually grow back, but with proportionally different species composition,
and at the potential expense of some species during the time-frame of recovery.

Unmitigable impacts to other species

Birds and sea turtles are also specified as being subject to significant impacts, but again, the
proposed mitigation measures are unsupported by convincing evidence of likely effectiveness.

SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

The RDEIS/R still does not evaluate the economic impacts of diminished aesthetic quality of
views (which it does admit would be an unmitigable impact).  Real estate values of view prop-
erties, particularly in Western Malibu and Eastern Ventura County, could be expected to drop
significantly.  The question remains: how much?  Apparently, BHBP considers views to be an
economic non-factor.  Yet the quality of a pristine ocean view comprises a principal part of what
makes a house in, say, Malibu cost $5 million, whereas the same house situated just about any-
where else in the state might cost $500,000.  It is the pristine ocean view that people pay for.
So how much would the perpetual presence of the FSRU decrease such values?  No one has
yet bothered to find out.

The RDEIS/R also notes that “trawl fishers may prefer to fish elsewhere to avoid the potential
loss of gear.”51  I don’t see any economic analyses of such potential losses.

                                                
50  ES-28.
51  ES-38.
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P088-31
The recovery times for different substrata are contained in cited
references, and are sufficiently rapid to insure that the local ecology
would not be affected permanently. Section 4.7.4 has been updated
with the most recent available information on marine biological
resources.

See response to Comment P088-29 regarding effectiveness of
mitigation.

P088-32
Section 4.16.1.2 contains information on property values. Section
4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual resources,
impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how visibility from
various distances was evaluated and provides additional
simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites along the
Malibu coastline and inland areas.

According to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), economic or social
effects are to be considered when there is a linkage to a physical
effect. Under NEPA, analysis should be restricted to those social or
economic factors that are interrelated to the natural or physical
environment and may be affected by the range of alternatives
considered. In addition, section 15131 of the State CEQA
Guidelines states that "economic or social information may be
presented in an EIR in whatever form the agency desires." Section
4.16 of the EIS/EIR is written in accordance with both NEPA and
the CEQA requirements and guidance.

The Council on Environmental Quality's NEPA Regulations require
Federal agencies to "identify environmental effects and values in
adequate detail" (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1501.2) in
their analyses and define the term "effects" to include social and
economic effects, among others (40 CFR 1508.8). The NEPA
regulations define the human environment as the natural and
physical environment and the relationship of people with that
environment.

Section 15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that
"Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as
significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of
cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through
anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to



physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social
changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not
be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain
of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the
physical changes."

P088-33
Impact Socio-1 in Section 4.16.4 contains information on this topic,
including measures for arbitration if there is a complaint by a fisher
related to impacts from the proposed Project.

See the response to Comment P088-32.

2006/P088
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AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

It is my understanding that the Environmental Defense Center and others are focusing on air
quality issues. Due to time constraints, I leave this area to them.  I will simply observe that, were
the project to be approved, this is one area that would be rife with potential legal challenges.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The RDEIS/R interprets CEQA as requiring assessment of, inter alia, “reasonably foreseeable”
impacts.52  I believe that CEQA specifies “potential” as the correct standard to apply with respect
to future impacts.  I don’t have time to check this now, but if I am correct, this would mean that
the entirety of the RDEIS/R’s evaluation of cumulative and future impacts is significantly
understated, or  incomplete at best.

I find no specific assessment of how the project’s environmental and socioeconomic impacts
would interact with those of existing industries in the region (other than the other hypothetical
LNG terminal facilities).  Curiously, the only mention of a combined-industry cumulative impact
is the admission that “[t]he Project would generate emissions of greenhouse gases that would be
insignificant alone, but could exacerbate, in combination of existing greenhouse gases, global
warming effects.”53

Cumulative impacts must be considered in terms of their interactions with all of the existing im-
pacts in the region.  As any biologist knows, complex ecosystems (as well as societal systems)
are subject to threshold effects, whereby at some point a slight change in an input or output
variable can trigger disproportionate systemic changes.  Because such analyses have not been
made, we can’t know whether the project might represent “the straw that broke the camel’s
back” in one regard or another.

The RDEIS/R is incorrect in asserting that “[t]he potential for cumulative public safety impacts
from simultaneous incidents involving both Cabrillo Port and Clearwater Port would be limited
to intentional acts.”54  On the contrary, an earthquake or storm strong enough to affect one
facility would very likely be strong enough to affect the other.

                                                
52  ES-41.
53  ES-42.
54  ES-42.

P088-34

P088-35
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P088-34
The cumulative impacts analysis has been conducted to account
for those projects that are reasonable and foreseeable, in
accordance with NEPA and the State CEQA Guidelines. See 40
CFR 1508.7 and section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines, with
which the document complies. Existing facilities, whose related
environmental impacts have already occurred and are thus
reflected in baseline conditions described throughout the document,
are not contemplated in the requirements of this section.

P088-35
Section 4.20.4 has been revised per the comment.
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MISCELLANEOUS QUESTIONS

Following are some questions which I have not had time to fully investigate.

•  Portions of the project would impact state-designated Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Area (ESHA) in the Coastal Zone.  Has BHPB proposed to mitigate these impacts by res-
toration of alternate sites and/or monetary payments to a mitigation fund?  If the answer is
yes, then that would be clearly impermissible.  Case law dictates that any such off-site mitigation
requires, at minimum, a specific showing of project need (which BHPB has not done
conclusively):

   The Coastal Act does not permit destruction of an environmentally sensitive
habitat area (ESHA) simply because the destruction is mitigated offsite. At the
very least, there must be some showing the destruction is needed to serve some
other environmental or economic interest recognized by the act….  Such a system
of isolation and transfer based on economic convenience would of course be
completely contrary to the goal of the Coastal Act, which is to protect all coastal
zone resources and provide heightened protection to ESHA's.55

The case law further clarifies:

   The language of section 30240 does not permit a process by which the habitat
values of an ESHA can be isolated and then recreated in another location. Rather,
a literal reading of the statute protects the area of an ESHA from uses which
threaten the habitat values which exist in the ESHA.56 (Emphasis in original.)

•  Are BHPB’s inconsistent interpretations of jurisdiction a violation of any law?  BHPB
treats the project as being variously in or out of range of the Channel Islands, as suits it own
purposes.  For instance, with respect to air quality standards, the RDEIS/R states:

   the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency determined that it would most
appropriate to have the FSRU regulated and permitted in the same manner as
sources located on the Channel Islands (as opposed sources located in mainland
Ventura County).57

Yet elsewhere it maintains that the project would have little or no impact on the Channel Islands,
and it specifically asserts that the project would not conflict with the planned expansion of
CINMS.58  By this, one might be encouraged to think that the project’s air and water emissions
would go nowhere.  So does such prejudicial application of jurisdictional principles violate any
law?

                                                
55  Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court (California Coastal Com.) (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 493 , 83 Cal.Rptr.2d 850
[No. D029461. Fourth Dist., Div. One. Apr 16, 1999.]
56  Id.
57  ES-28.
58  ES-36.

P088-36

P088-37
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P088-36
Project impacts on coastal ecosystems would be limited to the
pipeline corridor during construction and operation (see Section
2.1). The shore crossing required for the proposed Project would be
installed beneath Ormond Beach. With the proposed mitigation, the
potential impacts of construction, operation, or an accident on
terrestrial biological resources would be reduced to a level that is
below the significance criteria.

P088-37
The Project is analyzed in the EIS/EIR by the lead and cooperating
agencies, not by the Applicant. Impacts are analyzed against
significance criteria that have been developed for each resource
area.
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•  In granting several time extensions to BHPB in its application process, has USCG
exceeded its legal discretion?  The statutory one-year time-period must have been specified for
some legitimate purpose.  Granted, the statute does provide some leeway for time-extension.  But
have those conditions been met?  It seems that BHPB has been granted more than ample time to
make its application, yet the application remains incomplete with respect to substance (e.g.,
design criteria, geological surveys, mitigation plans, etc.). If the application is now deemed still
incomplete by agency reviewers, surely the discretion to continue extending the application time-
frame has been exhausted.

CONCLUSIONS

Due to the multiplicity of “Class 1” impacts, approval of the project would be subject to a
Statement of Overriding Considerations under CEQA, as is conceded by the Applicant.59  This
statement cannot be issued for the project because the RDEIS/R has not made a real case for
Project Need, nor has it adequately identified Alternatives to the project (as opposed to alterna-
tive projects).  The range of real unmitigable impacts specified in the RDEIS/R60 substantially
outweigh any hypothetical benefits to the people of California.

Furthermore, in many cases, the RDEIS/R does not provide complete and adequate analyses
upon which to base impact assessments.  A project of this scope, complexity and potential
impact is fundamentally unsuited to the existing environmental and socioeconomic conditions.
The No Action alternative is the only viable one on the table.

                                                
59  ES-43.
60  ES-43.

P088-38

P088-39
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P088-38
After publication of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR, the lead
agencies identified deficiencies in the Project information that the
Applicant provided. In order to include additional information
addressing these deficiencies, the processing of the license
application was extended. A January 5, 2005, letter from the USCG
states, "...because of the limited time available to prepare the Final
EIS/EIR, we must stop the clock in order to allow adequate time to
obtain information from BHP...Accordingly, as allowed in 33 C.F.R.
[section] 148.107, we have determined that in order to complete the
EIS/EIR within the statutory timeframe required by the Deepwater
Port Act, we must suspend processing of the license application
until required information is received, analyzed, and incorporated
into the Final EIS/EIR. The period of suspension shall not be
counted in determining the date prescribed by the time limit set
forth in 33 USC sections 1503(c)(6), 1504(e)(2), 1504(g), 1504(i)(1)
and 1508(b)(1) of the Deepwater Port Act."

P088-39
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Lynne Holley [doggiemommie@aaahawk.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 06, 2006 12:37 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: NO to the LNG Terminal  
 
 
NO to BHP Billiton's polluting and unnecessary LNG terminal. 

V044-1

2006/V044

V044-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P461

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P411-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

Sections 1.2.3, 3.3.1, and 4.10.1.3 discuss the California Energy
Commission and the findings of the Energy Action Plan II as it
relates to the proposed Project. The Plan itself should be consulted
regarding its findings, procedures, and sources.

Section 1.2.1 contains information on the USCG and State formal
hearings.

Following publication of this Final EIS/EIR, MARAD, the USCG,
and the CSLC will serve public notice and hold final hearings.
MARAD and the USCG will hold at least one final DWPA license
hearing in accordance with 33 CFR 148.222. After the final license
hearing is concluded by MARAD and the USCG, the Commandant
(CG-3PSO), in coordination with the Administrator of MARAD, will
consider any requests for a formal hearing as specified in 33 CFR
148.228. The CSLC will hold a hearing to certify the EIR and make
the decision whether to grant a lease.

As discussed in Section 1.2.1, the California Energy Commission
(CEC) and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must
"carry out their respective energy-related duties based upon
information and analyses contained in a biennial integrated energy
policy report adopted by the CEC." Section 1.2.1 also describes the
public process that is used to develop the Integrated Energy Policy
Reports to ensure that California's energy-related interests and
needs are met.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold one or more
hearings to certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant
a lease. The California Coastal Commission will also hold a
hearing. Comments received will be evaluated before any final
decision is made regarding the proposed Project.

Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.
Section 4.10.1.3 contains additional information on the California
Energy Action Plan.



From: yhrovat@bren.ucsb.edu 
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2006 5:08 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Comments on: State Clearinghouse No. 2004021107 
 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
Please accept the following comments on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas Deepwater Port: 
 
1) Although the Revised Draft EIR does mention greenhouse gas emission quantities, 
it does not mention how they will be mitigated. LNG is a fossil fuel and significant 
contributor to global climate change. The project will result in a large addition of 
greenhouse gases, thus cleaner technologies and renewable energy sources should 
at least be considered. 
 
2) The Revised Draft EIR does not fully consider environmentally preferred 
alternatives such as renewable energy sources, even though these measures can 
provide more than three times as much energy as the proposed LNG project. A 
complete analysis of at least one environmentally sound alternative should be 
included in chapter 4. 
 
3) The Revised DEIR fails to disclose all of the impacts from the intake of seawater 
and discharge of hot water into the marine environment, and does not discuss 
mitigation measures for these impacts. 
 
4) The Revised Draft EIR does not point out that humpback whales migrate near the 
LNG terminal. These whales, and other important marine wildlife, will be negatively 
impacted by noise and discharges from the project. 
 
5) The Revised Draft EIR does not consider all species likely to be impacted in the 
area. The DEIR should include a comprehensive list of species found in the area, 
such as that provided for the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary in their 
Environmental Document. See website:  
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/MRD/ci_ceqa/index.html 
 
Additionally, the DEIR should consider and discuss all mitigation measures for LNG 
and oil spill impacts to marine life. The DEIR does mention that this could occur and 
could potentially result in “widespread impacts possibly affecting significant numbers 
of marine life” (DEIR, 2006).  Although the impacts are addressed, direct mitigation 
and remediation measures, in the event of a spill are not clear from the DEIR in 
Table 4.7-14 and from Chapter 6. 
 
6) The Revised DEIR fails to adequately acknowledge the visual impacts of the 
project, to residents along the coast as well as boaters near the project This project 
will be the largest industrial operation offshore, dwarfing the offshore oil platforms. 
Although visual impact is listed as a CEQA Class 1 Impact in Chapter 5 (Impact AES-
3) of the DEIR, it is acknowledged that mitigation is not possible. Thus, the project 
will pose a large visual impact that could result in a good deal of contention from 
local residents.  
 
Thank you, 
 

P066-1

P066-2

P066-3

P066-4

P066-5

P066-6

P066-7

P066-8
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P066-1
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

P066-2
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its



reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

NEPA does not require the lead agency to identify a preferred (or
"green") alternative within the EIS.

P066-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The previously proposed FSRU generator engine cooling
system used seawater as the source of cooling water for the four
generator engines. The Applicant now proposes using a closed
tempered loop cooling system that circulates water from two of the
eight submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine
room and back to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake
volume by about 60 percent. The seawater cooling system would
remain in place to serve as a backup system during maintenance of
the SCVs or when the inert gas generator is operating. Section
2.2.2.4 contains a description of the proposed uptakes and water
uses for the FSRU.

Section 4.7.4 contains information on uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine biota,
including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater and, from thermal
discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton impact analysis
(Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data from
California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations (CalCOFI)
surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently collected over a
period of time and are the best scientific data currently available.

P066-4
Section 4.7.1.5 contains information on humpback whales. Impact
BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 contains an updated discussion of marine

2006/P066



mammal impacts from noise, including an analysis of the potential
for Level A and B takes under the MMPA using the current
guidelines. This analysis uses estimated background noise levels
as a baseline, and thus takes into account the already heavily
ensonified waters in the Southern California Bight. The discussion
of cumulative noise impacts in Section 4.20.3.7 has been clarified
to acknowledge potential overlap with Point Mugu activities under
some operating scenarios.

P066-5
The list of marine species presented in Section 4.7 was developed
in consultation with the relevant resource agencies (USFWS,
NOAA, CDFG).

P066-6
Impact BioMar-6 in Section 4.7.4 discusses potential impacts on
marine biota from oil and LNG spills, including measures already
incorporated into the Project (AM PS-1a, AM PS-1b, AM PS-1c, AM
PS-1d, AM MT-3a) and mitigation measures (MM PS-1e, MM
PS-1f, MM PS-1g). In addition, Impact HAZ-2 in Section 4.12.4
discusses potential impacts resulting from an accidental spill of
hazardous materials or oil, and mitigation measures that would
reduce the impacts of the release of hazardous materials to below
the level of significance criteria (MM HAZ-2a, MM HAZ-2b, and MM
WAT-3a).

P066-7
Section 4.4 addresses the Project's visual impacts. Section 4.4.1.1
discusses the FSRU's position in relation to the coastline, which is
offshore from the shipping lanes and farther offshore than the oil
platforms. The general orientation of the FSRU due to prevailing
wind and water currents would be roughly parallel to the coast, and
this is the view used in simulations. Section 4.4.1.2 contains
additional information on offshore views from the coastline. Section
4.4.4 provides visual simulations of both daytime views and one
nightime view, and Table 4.3-1 shows that many vessels of
comparable size frequent the Project area. Impact AES-3 contains
information on the potential visual impacts on recreational boaters.
Additional simulations are included in Appendix F, which also
describes the methodology used to assess visual impacts.

P066-8
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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Sincerely, 
 
Yvana Hrovat 
Master's Candidate, Class of 2006 
Donald Bren School of Environmental Science & Management University of California, 
Santa Barbara 
 
 
 
 
----- End forwarded message ----- 
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From: Doug Hubbard [dougspfx1@verizon.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2006 3:55 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Cc: letters@venturacountystar.com 
Subject: Att. Dwight E. Sanders, revised DEIR 
 
April 18, 2006 
 
Dwight  E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
Division of Environmental Planning and Management 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-
South 
Sacramento, CA   95825-8202 
 
Re: BHP Billiton’s proposed natural gas deep water port California State 
Clearinghouse No. 2004021107 Docket No. USCG 2004-16877 
 
Dear Mr. Sanders: 
 
Passed off as insignificant in the revised DEIR of BHP Billiton’s proposed “Cabrillo 
Port” is that their LNG facility will emit up to 270 tons of smog producing 
contaminates per year, according to the Environmental Defense Center’s estimate. 
These pollutants will be blown ashore by the prevailing winds in both Ventura and 
Los Angeles counties. Nevertheless, the US EPA has exempted Cabrillo Port from any 
pollution standards.   
 
The Los Angeles and Orange County’s air basins are second only to New York’s as 
the most smog polluted in our country. Any air pollutants which come into Ventura 
County, after affecting our air, will eventually drift into the Los Angeles air basin.  
 
Regardless, the energy needed to re-gasify LNG is not addressed at all in the Revised 
DEIR. It takes energy-- lots of energy to turn liquid natural gas back to a useable 
gas. Up to 30 percent of the delivered LNG would be needed for that purpose. The 
burning of natural gas produces 117,000 pounds of carbon dioxide (CO2) per billion 
BTU’s ( British thermal units) of consumed gas. As you know CO2 is a powerful 
greenhouse gas. NOAA, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration has just 
released their numbers for CO2 in our atmosphere. The current level is “381 parts 
per million” and rising “at an alarming rate.”  Last year, 2005, saw the largest rise in 
CO2 on record. 
This must not be allowed to continue. 
  
Although Governor Schwarzenegger has called for a reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions by 25% by 2020, it is too little, too late. We need to start now. James 
Hansen, NASA’s world leading scientist on global warming, warns that if the rising 
trend in greenhouse gases is not reversed in the next 10 years, we will reach a 
“tipping point,” that is, a point of not being able to stop the global warming.  Is it not 
obvious that we do not want to burn an additional 30% more natural gas than will 
actually be used in California--especially off our coast? 
 
For the record, the fossil fuel emission levels of natural gas in pounds per billion 
BTU’s of energy input can be researched at the following Source:  EIA - Natural Gas 
Issues and Trends 1998 http://www.naturalgas.org/environment/naturalgas.asp 
 

P008-1
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P008-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the marine climatic
setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide an expanded
discussion of the potential transport of offshore air pollutant
emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological conditions.
Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts on air
quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone precursors,
and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

The USEPA has jurisdiction to administer air quality regulations and
required air permits for applicable Project activities that occur
outside of the boundaries of California counties, including operation
of the FSRU. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction to administer air quality
regulations and required air permits for applicable Project activities
that occur within Los Angeles County, including construction of the
Line 225 Loop pipeline. The SCAQMD also provided comments on
the Revised Draft EIR that have been taken into consideration.

P008-2
Executive Order 12114, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major
Federal Actions, requires Federal agencies to consider the potential
environmental effects of major Federal actions that could
significantly affect the global commons outside the jurisdiction of
any nation. Executive Order 12114 is not applicable to the
extraction and development of natural gas in foreign countries.

An evaluation of the Project's environmental effects abroad must
also be viewed within the context of section 15040 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, which specifically defines and correspondingly
limits the authority provided to State and local agencies under the
CEQA.



The Applicant has stated that the source of the natural gas for this
Project would be either Australia, Malaysia, or Indonesia. As these
countries are sovereign nations, the Applicant would be required to
comply with those countries' applicable environmental laws and
regulations pertaining to the extraction and development of natural
gas fields as well as those pertaining to the liquefaction and
transfer of LNG to LNG carriers. Consideration of the Applicant's
compliance with a foreign nation's applicable laws and regulations
is beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR.

The Applicant has indicated that the Scarborough natural gas field
in the state of Western Australia could be a potential source of
natural gas for the Project. In May 2005, the Honourable Ian
Macfarlane, the Australian Federal Minister for Industry, Tourism
and Resources, stated, "Development of the Scarborough Field and
related support facilities must be carried out in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations of both the Australian Government
(federal) and the State Government in Western Australia. Any
activities will be subject to assessment and approvals under the
applicable environmental legislative regimes. These include, among
others, the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999, governing matters of national
environmental significance, and, under State legislation, the
Western Australian Environmental Protection Act 1986. The
objectives of the Commonwealth's environmental regulatory
regimes are to provide for the protection of the environment and
ensure that any petroleum activity is carried out in a way that is
consistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable
development." (Appendix L contains a copy of this letter.)

Section 1.3 has been revised to include information on Indonesian
and Malaysian environmental requirements that would regulate
impacts related to producing and exporting natural gas. All three
countries have existing LNG liquefaction facilities.

P008-3
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.

P008-4
Thank you for the information. The references used in the Final
EIS/EIR for this topic include:

California Energy Commission (CEC). 2006. Draft Staff Report.
Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990
to 2004. October.
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Energy Information Administration (EIA), U.S. Department of
Energy. 1994. Emissions of Greenhouse Gases in the United
States, 1987-1992, Appendix A, DOE/EIA-0573. October.
Accessed December 6, 2006.
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1605/87-92rpt/appa.html#table_a3.

__________. 2001. Updated State-level Greenhouse Gas Emission
Factors for Electricity Generation. March.
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The federal government is trying to ram the Cabrillo Port facility down California’s 
throat, with no concern for the consequences. Only the California State Lands 
Commission and/or the Governor can stop it.  
Please stop this environmentally unsound facility. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Eugene D. Hubbard 
Marcia Cummings Hubbard (Founder, S.A.F.E.[ Safe Air For Everyone]) 
2509 Grapevine Dr. 
Oxnard, CA   93036 
805-983-1591 
dougspfx1@verizon.net  
 
cc:  Governor Schwarzenegger 
Ventura County Star 
 
 

P008-5

P008-6
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P008-5
Section 1.1 discusses regulations and agencies involved in the
licensing and potential approval of the proposed Project. The
USCG and MARAD will hold a final public hearing on the license
with a 45-day comment period before the Federal Record of
Decision is issued. The CSLC also will hold a hearing to certify the
EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. Section 1.5
contains additional information regarding public notification and
opportunities for public comment.
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Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain additional and revised
information on public safety. Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain
information on natural gas needs in the U.S. and California.
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G214-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



To: California State Lands Commission 
 
From: Community Environmental Council 
 
Re: Comments on the Cabrillo Port LNG project Draft Environmental Impact 
Report 
 
Date: May 12, 2006 
 
 
Introduction  
 
The Community Environmental Council (SBCEC) is a regional non-profit 
environmental organization, founded in 1970 after the infamous 1969 Santa Barbara oil 
spill.  We recently embarked upon an ambitious campaign: “Fossil Free By 2033.” With 
this program, we are helping our region become energy independent by 2033 by utilizing 
our regional renewable energy capacity and energy conservation to replace fossil fuel 
energy sources.   
 
By providing a replicable model for other regions, we hope to substantially impact the 
problems stemming from our state’s, and our nation’s, unsustainable energy practices.   
 
Summary 
 
Our organization is historically solutions-oriented and has not been active in attempting to 
block projects proposed by others in our region.  Our primary campaign at this point – 
Fossil Free By ’33 – is very solutions-oriented and we will in fact be supporting large-scale 
renewable energy projects to help us reach our regional goals.   
 
Due to the ambitiousness, and seriousness, of our goals, however, we can’t afford to ignore 
other developments in the energy field.  We fear a continued focus on natural gas and LNG 
in California will seriously detract not only from our regional goals but also from the state’s 
own ambitious renewable energy and energy efficiency goals.  Accordingly, we have become 
involved in the LNG debate and feel strongly that California does not need any LNG 
terminals.   
 
This conclusion follows from our analysis (see attached paper for the full analysis, referred 
to herein as the “LNG Report”) of the existing mandates and goals already in place in 
California, and the state’s preferred “loading order” for energy, which places energy 
efficiency, demand response, and renewable energy in the first, second and third places, 
respectively, in the loading order.  Natural gas is number six.   
 
We have calculated that under existing mandates and goals, plus realistic potential for 
renewables and energy efficiency, California will likely obtain 133 to 381% of projected 
natural gas demand, by 2016.  Renewables and energy efficiency can substitute for natural 
gas demand because much of the growth in natural gas demand will come from electricity 
generation and other areas susceptible to substitution.   
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G012-1
Thank you for the information.

G012-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G012-3
Thank you for the information on renewable energy resources and
energy efficiency. The lead agencies are obligated to use energy
forecasting information from the Federal Energy Information
Administration (EIA) and the California Energy Commission (CEC).

As discussed in Section 1.2.2, the Federal EIA provides
policy-independent data, forecasts, and analyses to promote sound
policy-making, efficient markets, and public understanding
regarding energy and its interaction with the economy and the
environment.

As discussed in Section 1.2.3, the CEC's 2005 Integrated Energy
Policy Report Committee Final Report provides the energy context
for California's natural gas needs as identified in this EIS/EIR. The
California Legislature recognizes that the CEC is the State's
principal energy policy and planning organization and that the CEC
is responsible for determining the energy needs of California.
These responsibilities are established in State law (the
Warren-Alquist State Energy Resources Conservation and
Development Act [Public Resources Code, Division 15]).



 
If the various state mandates and goals for renewables and energy efficiency are, for some 
reason not met on time, the state has access to many other sources of natural gas.  Domestic 
natural gas production is projected to increase through 2016 and a number of LNG import 
terminals will likely be completed in that timeframe elsewhere in North America.  In 
particular, three LNG terminals are approved in Baja California, one of which is being 
constructed currently, with a capacity of one billion cubic feet per day.  Sempra, the 
company constructing the project, has requested an increase in capacity to 2.5 billion cubic 
feet per day.  News reports state that about half of this amount is slated for California’s 
markets.  If 1.25 billion cubic feet per day is sold to California consumers, this alone is more 
than three times the projected additional California demand by 2016 (355 million cubic feet 
per day by 2016).   
 
Accordingly, we argue that renewable energy and energy efficiency can meet projected 
demand.  If for some reason, renewable energy and energy efficiency do not meet 
expectations, there is plenty of natural gas coming on line from other sources that may act as 
a backup for California’s natural gas needs.   
 
Detailed Comments 
 

DEIR Statement:  
 
The DEIR states at page 3-6:  
 
“Even assuming increased conservation would occur, additional natural gas supplies would 
be required according to the [California Energy Commission] and the CPUC projections.”  
 

SBCEC Rebuttal:  
 
As detailed in our LNG report, the CEC natural gas demand projections do not include 
many of the energy conservation goals, and/or potential.  The CEC’s projection does 
include the current 2006-2008 CPUC-funded energy efficiency program.  However, the 
state’s Energy Action Plan, and the CPUC, acting separately, have set goals for much more 
ambitious energy savings.  The CPUC plans to save 26,508 gigawatt hours (“GWh”) of 
electricity and 444 million therms of natural gas savings, both by 2013.  For comparison, the 
current three year energy efficiency program, funded by the CPUC, is designed to save 7,371 
GWh of electricity per year by 2008, and 122 million therms of natural gas each year by 
2008.  Subtracting the 2006-2008 goals from the 2013 goals, we find that 19,137 GWh of 
electricity and 322 million therms are not included in the CEC’s natural gas demand 
projections.  CEC staff will acknowledge what is, and what is not, included in their natural 
gas demand projections, if queried.1   
 

                                                 
1 I have had numerous conversations with Lynn Marshall and Angela Tanghetti, at the CEC, on this topic.   
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G012-4
Section 3.3.5 has been revised to include a discussion of the
expansion of the Sempra Costa Azul project. This expansion is in
the initial permitting stages. At this point, it is speculative to
consider whether this expansion would be completed and, if
completed, whether 1.25 billion cubic feet per day of natural gas
would be available for California.

G012-5
As discussed in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, the CEC has concluded
that additional natural gas is needed despite future increases in
energy efficiency and renewable energy resources.

As discussed in the previous comment, the expansion of the
Sempra Costa Azul project is considered speculative at this point.

G012-6
See the response to Comment G012-3 regarding the reliance of the
lead agencies on the EIA and the CEC.



The energy savings not included in the current projections are equivalent to two thirds of 
CEC’s projected additional natural gas demand by 2016, and about 42% of the BHP Billiton 
project’s annual capacity.2   
 
Additionally, the current CEC natural gas demand projection examines demand through 
2016, and the current energy efficiency goals run through 2013, leaving an additional three 
years of potential savings unaccounted for in the current natural gas projections.   
 

DEIR Statement:  
 
The DEIR also states, at page 3-6:  
 
“Energy conservation is, therefore, not a reasonable alternative to the Project and is not 
further evaluated as such in this report.”  
 

SBCEC Rebuttal:  
 
As just discussed, energy conservation is in fact a reasonable alternative to the Project and 
should be further evaluated as such.   
 

DEIR Statement:  
 
The DEIR states, at page 3-6:  
 
“Similar to energy conservation, renewable energy is not evaluated as an alternative to the 
proposed Project because such sources are already factored into California’s energy supply 
and demand analysis, which conclude that additional supplies of natural gas are necessary, 
after full consideration of the projected contributions of renewable sources, to meet 
California’s projected energy demands.”  
 
And on page 3-7:  
 
“The CEC’s projections of future energy demand incorporate the growing use of renewable 
sources and still conclude that the need for natural gas will increase.”  
 
And at the bottom of page 3-7:  
 
“The CEC’s projections of future natural gas supply needs for the State include the 
assumption that renewable energy projects will be implemented, yet still conclude that 
additional natural gas supplies are necessary.”  
 

SBCEC Rebuttal:  
 

                                                 
2 We assume a 70% throughout for the 800 million cubic feet per day facility BHP Billiton is planning, 
producing approximately 60,000 GWh per year of natural gas (292 billion cubic feet per year x 0.292 kWh 
per cubic foot x 70% = 59,689 GWh).  We convert to GWh for ease of use in considering energy 
equivalents between electricity and natural gas.  
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G012-6 Continued

G012-7
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

G012-8
See the response to Comment G012-3.

As discussed in Section 3.3.2, renewable energy resources are not
evaluated as a reasonable alternative to the proposed Project
because such sources are already factored into California's energy
supply and demand analyses, which conclude that additional
supplies of natural gas are necessary, after full consideration of the
projected contributions of renewable sources, to meet California's
projected energy demands.



As with energy efficiency savings, the CEC does not fully consider existing renewable energy 
goals or potential in its natural gas demand projections.  The CEC projections only include 
the 20% by 2010 Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”), equivalent to about 32,000 GWh 
per year – or half the capacity of the Project.  As the DEIR discusses (at the bottom of page 
3-6), the state’s Energy Action Plan calls for a 33% RPS by 2020.  Governor Schwarzenegger 
has also aggressively promoted this goal.  There is a bill, SB 107, pending in the Legislature 
that would make this goal mandatory, and it is likely to pass this year or next.  Under a 33% 
RPS, approximately 32,781 GWh of additional renewable energy will be produced by 2016 – 
the timeframe considered in current CEC natural gas projections.  This amount is equivalent 
to 87% of projected additional natural gas demand by 2016, and 55% of the Project’s natural 
gas capacity.  Under a 33% RPS by 2020, 47,323 GWh over and above the 2010 RPS will be 
provided, equivalent to 125% of the projected additional natural gas demand, and equivalent 
to 79% of the Project’s capacity.   
 
Accordingly, renewable energy should have been further considered in the DEIR as a 
project alternative.   
 

DEIR Statement:  
 
The DEIR also states, at page 3-6:  
 
“Nevertheless, total natural gas demand in California is projected to increase by 0.7 [sic] per 
year from 2006 to 2016.”  
 

SBCEC Rebuttal:  
 
This is an outdated figure.  The most recent growth estimates from the CEC are an annual 
growth of 0.55% per year through 2016.3  At 0.55% annually, California is projected by the 
CEC to need an additional 355 million cubic feet per day of natural gas, substantially less 
than under earlier projections.  This figure does not, however, include the additional energy 
efficiency and renewable energy savings discussed above, so it very likely significantly 
overstates natural gas demand growth.   
 

DEIR Statement:  
 
The DEIR also states, at page 3-7:  
 
“The use of renewables is limited to the generation of electricity.”  
 

SBCEC Rebuttal:  
 
This is not an accurate statement because renewable energy, in the form of solar hot water 
systems, for example, may be used to reduce natural gas demand by heating water for homes 
and businesses.  The new 30% federal tax credit applies to solar photovoltaics and solar hot 
water systems, which will likely lead to a resurgence of interest in solar hot water systems 
                                                 
3 Personal correspondence from Jairam Gopal, Natural Gas Office Manager, California Energy 
Commission, Feb. 7, 2006.   
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G012-8 Continued

G012-9
The word "percent" has been added to the sentence. The analysis
in Sections 1.2.3 and 3.3.2 relies on up-to-date published material
on natural gas energy demand in California. The CEC's 2005
Integrated Energy Policy Report Committee Final Report provides
the energy context for California's natural gas needs. The California
Legislature recognizes that the CEC is the State's principal energy
policy and planning organization and that the CEC is responsible
for determining the energy needs of California. These
responsibilities are established in State law (the Warren-Alquist
State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Act
[Public Resources Code, Division 15]).

G012-10
Section 3.3.2 has been revised and the sentence removed, in
response to the comment.



and a consequent reduction in natural gas demand.  In addition, the state’s very ambitious 
solar initiative (California Solar Initiative), which will provide $2.9 billion in funding for solar 
through 2016, will include rebates for solar hot water systems.  Solar hot water systems may 
also be scaled up for commercial scale applications, and this technology may be one of the 
most economical uses of solar power, making it quite likely we will see a significant 
reduction in natural gas demand due to substitution of solar hot water technologies for 
natural gas heating.   
 

DEIR Statement:  
 
The DEIR states, at page 3-8:  
 
“[T]he agencies’ actions with respect to the proposed Project could impact the State’s energy 
supply mix and might indirectly affect energy costs. Based on all information presently 
available, it does not appear that Project approval would modify the role of renewable 
sources in the State’s energy supply mix; however, denial of the proposed Project would not 
reduce the amount of natural gas required to meet the State’s projected needs. Therefore, 
renewable energy is not evaluated as an alternative to the proposed Project in this document 
because such measures would not eliminate the need for both short- and mid-term supplies 
of additional natural gas, which is the purpose for which the Project is proposed, pursuant to 
the provisions of the Deepwater Port Act. In addition increased use of energy from 
renewable sources would occur with or without the proposed Project and use of additional 
renewable sources beyond the State's existing mandates is not within the control of the lead 
agencies..”  
 

SBCEC Rebuttal:  
 
The following passage from our LNG Report (page 27) provides the best rebuttal to this 
section:  
 

[A] decision(s) to approve LNG import terminals in California could have 
significant effects on renewable energy and energy efficiency, potentially inhibiting 
necessary investments in these technologies and impeding the state in meeting its 
energy efficiency and renewable energy goals. This result would, among other 
things, cause more air pollution, lead to more greenhouse gas emissions that 
contribute to global warming, heighten our exposure to terrorist attacks through 
creating new attractive targets, and exacerbate our dependence on foreign sources 
of energy. At the same time, there is no guarantee that the natural gas from 
LNG import terminals would stay in California, given how natural gas markets 
function (the highest bidder will receive the gas, whether in California or not). 
Given the existence of viable alternatives to LNG, in the form of energy efficiency 
and renewable energy, the choice by local, state and federal regulators is clear: we 
don’t need LNG. 

 
Additionally, approving the Project may well contravene the state’s official loading order, 
described in the 2005 Energy Action Plan, which calls for energy efficiency, demand 
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G012-10 Continued

G012-11
The information provided in the comment is speculative. The
response to Comment G012-3 provides a discussion of the sources
of information used concerning energy efficiency and renewable
energy resources.

Chapter 4 contains the anticipated environmental and public safety
impacts.

As discussed in Section 1.2.5, the Applicant intends to provide
natural gas to the California natural gas market. Section 1.2.3
contains information on California's natural gas needs.

G012-12
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G012-13
As discussed in Section 1.2.3, the "CEC has identified the need for
California to develop new natural gas infrastructure to access a
diversity of fuel supply sources and to remove constraints on the
delivery of natural gas." The CEC has identified LNG as a natural
gas supply opportunity; therefore, the CEC has identified natural
gas and LNG as part of the energy mix to meet California's energy
demand, within the context of the specified loading order.



response, and renewable energy as the preferred sources of power for new demand.  Natural 
gas is number six.4  As discussed in detail in our LNG Report, there has been no 
consideration at the state level of the effect on meeting the state’s ambitious renewable 
energy and energy efficiency goals through approval of one or more LNG import terminals.  
At the least, this issue should be examined prior to approval of any of the pending projects, 
including the BHP Billiton project.   
 

DEIR Statement:  
 
The DEIR states, at page 3-8:  
 
“The installation of more efficient natural gas-fired turbines at existing natural gas-fired 
electricity generation plants (“turbine re-powering”) was considered, but not evaluated as an 
alternative for further analysis in this report for several reasons: (1) the CEC has determined 
that the State's natural gas supply must be increased whether or not turbine re-powering 
occurs ….”  
 

SBCEC Rebuttal:  
 
It is not clear what the DEIR is referring to in terms of CEC consideration of the effect of 
turbine re-powering.  It is our understanding that the natural gas demand projections only 
include, in terms of efficiency savings, the 2006-2008 CPUC energy efficiency program, and 
have not considered the effect of significant re-powering on natural gas demand.   
 
The CEC issued a report in 2003, Aging Natural Gas Plants in California, that found significant 
potential savings through re-powering aging plants.  An analysis by Synapse Economics, 
based on the 2003 report, found that re-powering the 17 largest aging natural gas plants in 
California would lead to 50,808 GWh of natural gas savings each year – almost as much as 
the Project’s entire annual capacity.  We have requested that the CEC complete a 
cost/benefit analysis of mechanisms for incentivizing re-powering of these gas plants, and 
compare the costs of re-powering to the costs to ratepayers of infrastructure improvements 
necessary to integrate the Project, and any other LNG import terminals approved, into the 
existing natural gas pipeline infrastructure.  No such report has been completed to date, but 
we hope that the CEC will examine this issue in depth during the next year.   
 
Accordingly, the natural gas demand projections referred to in the DEIR do not take into 
account the potential large savings from re-powering aging natural gas turbines, and this 
alternative should be considered further in the DEIR.   
 

DEIR Statement:  
 
The DEIR states, at page 3-10:  
 
“[The Baja LNG import terminal] alternative was eliminated because it would neither 
accomplish most of the purposes and objectives of the proposed Project to provide a large, 
secure supply of natural gas to the Southern California market nor result in reduced 
                                                 
4 Energy Action Plan II, 2005.   
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G012-13 Continued

G012-14
See the response to Comment G012-3.

G012-15
As discussed in Sections 1.2.3 and 3.3.3, the California Energy
Action Plan II indicates both investment in conventional power
plants and diversifying natural gas supply to include LNG are
necessary to meet California's energy demand.

G012-16
Section 3.3.5 has been revised to reflect more recent information
about proposed and existing LNG terminals in Baja California.
Sempra has applied to expand its Costa Azul LNG facility in early
2006. Approval has not been granted nor have permits been
received; therefore, it is speculative to assume that 2 Bcfd would be
available to Southern California natural gas utilities.



environmental effects relative to the potential effects identified for the proposed Project, but 
would merely transfer such impacts to another sovereign nation.”  
 

SBCEC Rebuttal:  
 
As the DEIR discusses, there are three LNG import terminals approved for construction in 
Baja California.  One, owned by Shell and Sempra, is being constructed now and is slated for 
operation in 2008.  Shell and Sempra recently requested permission to expand the original 1  
billion cubic feet per day facility to 2.5 billion cubic feet per day.5  As the DEIR notes, about 
500 million cubic feet per day is slated for use in Baja California and the rest for use in 
California and the rest of the United States.  If 2 bcfd is sent to California, this could supply 
literally almost one third of California’s total natural gas supply – from one terminal.   
 
As we argue in detail in our LNG Report, energy efficiency and renewable energy can 
substitute for future natural gas demand.  We then argue that if, for some reason, renewable 
energy and energy efficiency don’t meet existing goals, there are plenty of additional natural 
gas supplies coming on line over the next decade that will more than meet additional 
demand.  The Shell/Sempra plant is the most promising because it is already being built and 
its owners already plan to sell much of its production to the California market.   
 
It is important to note that we do not support construction of any LNG terminals at this 
time.  We don’t need more natural gas as a bridge fuel because we don’t need a bridge at all – 
renewable energy and energy efficiency can do the job today with existing technologies.  
However, we do acknowledge that many LNG import terminals have been approved for 
construction in North America and many will in fact be built, providing a backup supply of 
energy if California’s renewable energy and energy efficiency goals are not met.   

                                                 
5 San Diego Union-Tribune, March 15, 2006: 
http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/mexico/20060314-9999-1b14sempra.html.   
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G012-17
See the response to Comment G012-3.

G012-18
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Sincerely, 
 
_________________ 
 
May 11, 2006 
 
Tam Hunt 
Energy Program Director 
Community Environmental Council 
Santa Barbara, CA 
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Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.
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P201-2
Thank you for the information.

P201-3
The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

See also the response to Comment P201-1.

P201-4
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P201-5
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P262

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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